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“One of the collateral pleasures that belong to work upon 
a topic like the present, which, however obscure it may be, 
lies in the heart of the region of Textual Criticism, is that 
the study of one problem often throws unsuspected light 


”? 


upon other problems.... 


J. ARMITAGE Rosinson, “ Huthaliana.” 
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PREFACH. 


I wrote in 1890 that we had laid no certain 
foundation on which to build up a scientific 
textual theory, and felt that we must very likely 
retire in order to advance satisfactorily. The 
keynote to the proper position was struck by the 
Abbé Martin and others—(indeed Burgon’s whole 
contention amounts to no more than this)—and 
was that the truth is to be recovered from the 
side-testimony of documents, irrespective of their 
age, by deductions as to their parentage and 
stems, taking into account local and other in- 
fluences at work on the actual scribes or editors. 
Thus, a good and very old text may underlie the 
oldest MSS., but their readings are all so mixed 
and divergent from each other that further 
evidence, painfully accumulated, is absolutely 
necessary to differentiate the wheat from the 
chaff. In other words, work like that of Scholz 
or Lachmann is comparatively worthless, and it 


is with minutiae we have to deal at the outset. 
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This is rarely illustrated by Rendel Harris in his 
“Study of the Codex Bezae”’ (Cambridge, 1891), 
where he has approached the problem in the 
proper spirit, without undue bias, and with an 
appetite for the unflagging pursuit of minute 
clues which lead—slowly and painfully, it is true, 
but surely enough—to a scientific approximation 
of the origin and value of the different recensions 
and their relative purity or corruption; he 
brings out the why and the wherefore, throwing 
brilliant side-lights on dark places, and giving 
valuable hints to scholars in their several depart- 
ments as specialists. 

Hort was too sweeping, and too much in a 
hurry to say the final word. There was no need 
for the radical revision of 1881. We were not 
ready for it. We are not ready now. Words- 
worth, White, Belsheim, and others have helped 
us on the way by a more thorough examination 
of Old Latin and Hieronymic texts. Gwilliam 
has completed Pusey’s work on the Syriac 
Peshitto Gospels and published them. Omont, 
Amélineau, and Ciasca have rendered and are 
rendering aid in reproducing the early fragments, 
now very considerable, of the Sahidic text, where 


the bilingual Graeco-Sahidic fragments should lead 
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to important results. Horner’s Coptic edition is 
very valuable, as is Burkitt’s edition of both Old 
Syriacs; Mrs. Gibson and Mrs. Lewis have also 
contributed freely to the Syriac material. 

With these preliminary remarks, it is needless to 
apologize for taking the pains to print the notes 
accompanying the text of the magnificent purple 
and gold codex now belonging to Mr. J. P. 
Morgan, and which we have recently issued. The 
so-called Old Latin texts, mixed as they are, are 
now in a fair way of being understood from recent 
publications. Berger’s work on the Vulgate text 
reminds us how much Old Latin pervades the 
MSS. of the Hieronymic recension, Of these 
MSS. we have not a few in Europe of the sixth to 
eighth centuries, which have been but insufficiently 
examined. If this essay should lead to reprints 
with proper notes of these MSS. we shall be well 
repaid for the effort to call attention to the fact 
that nothing can safely be neglected which may 
throw light on these problems. 

Professor Bousset (Texthritische Studien zum 
Neuen Testament, pp. 118, 119) wrote of me in 1894 
that I had produced valuable lists of evidence (in 
my analysis of the readings of Evan. 604), but to 
his astonishment I stood dumb before my own 
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materials, and did not draw obvious conclusions 
from them. This charge is foolish. I was not 
prepared then—I am not now— to draw any final 
conclusions from such evidence. Partial con- 
clusions one might have drawn, but the evidence 
was only fragmentary, and while throwing decided 
light on certain phases of the subject, it must 
take its proper place with other material, and be 
weighed in the future, and in the light of still 
further investigation. To deduce from frag- 
mentary and incomplete evidence is a crime. 

We have wasted too much time since Stephen’s 
and Beza’s days by imperfect collation and ex- 
amination of documents, so that we are still far 
behind our objective point of reducing a mass of 
observations from chaos to a scientific working 
basis. So much work has had to be redone, so 
much remains to be gone over and verified, that 
we are only at the commencement of the problem. 
Let us publish our researches and our deductions 
if we will, but leave authoritative revision of the 
text for the future. There is plenty of time. 
_ The whole question is more or less academic, and 
the study of minutiae first is the only key which 
will unlock the remaining mysteries, and that is 


so irksome it is generally shirked. Exhaustive 
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methods are the only ones worth using, and 
accurate transcriptions or photographic copies 
the only ways of presenting the primary evidence 
of important documents. 

Much progress has been made of late years in 
this direction, and interest in the subject, as 
evidenced by the University publications of both 
Oxford and Cambridge, is evidently on the 
increase rather than on the decrease. 

I am sure that the Books of Dimma and 
Mulling have been neglected most unwarrantably. 
The texts of both MSS. should be printed in 
extenso. Will not Professor Lawlor do this? It 
is impossible for me to edit them, as the MSS. 
are too difficult to read with certainty from 
photographs. And I detect a few errors in the 
pages printed in “National Manuscripts of Ire- 
land,”’ showing that great care and much know- 
ledge of variants is required of the would-be 
editor to do justice to the texts. But deep down 
lurks a base of Old Latin, some of it known from 
other MSS., and some of the readings quite novel 
at first sight, but which, when traced, will throw 
more light on several phases of the problem. 

I think the d element, underlying r and the 


Irish text, may be unearthed in this way; for I 
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believe d, or the parent of d, or a copy of d, 
found its way to Ireland in the sixth century. 

It is hoped that the following pages may throw 
a tiny beam of light into some obscure corners. 

I wish to express my thanks to the Rev. J. L. 
Scully for valued assistance in tracing possible 
underlying keys in the Syriac, much of which 
work, though profitable and interesting to me, 
finds hardly any echo in these pages, as I have 
only brought forward the more salient features of 
the great Latin-Syriac affiliations, and have left 
untouched the doubtful and some of the finer 
points involved. 


SoutH Orange, New Jersey, 
August, 1910. 
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p. 40, 1. 20. Insert “ — ” before “ous apyatos.” 

p. 49,129. After “syr” add “X D.” 

p. 55,1. 12. For “large” read “certain.” 

p- 73, 1.22. After “syr” add “X D.” 

p- 181, 1.6. Read “The way to get at it is to look first for” etc. 

p. 385, 1.5. After “b text” read “And Buchanan’s examina- 
tion of b reveals the fact that b* did not omit 


(this reaches us after going to press),” 


“Meanwhile my hope is that some suggestions which 
have been made in the previous pages with regard to the 
historical genesis of the Latin text of the Codex Sangallensis 
may be of use to those who are occupied with the Textual 
Criticism of the Old Latin Version (J refuse to say Versions) 
of the Gospels.” 


T. RenpeL Harris, “ The Codex Sangallensis,” 1891, 
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To Rendel Harris is due the credit of taking 
matters critical out of a rut and of shaking up 
the dry bones by his study of the Codex Bezae, 
in which he showed that some of its Greek was 
influenced by the Latin, and where not pure 
“accommodation”? of a bilingual, some Latin 
readings were as old as or older than the Greek ; 
he further sketched “ action and reaction”’ in a 
very capable and convincing manner. 

He was followed by Chase, who strove to over- 
throw the conclusions of Harris, not by denying 
them, but by claiming that the Codex Bezae had 
been seriously influenced by the Old Syriac. It 
seems strange that Chase did not see that his 
deductions were not at variance with those of 
Harris. Both are right, not separately, but 
together, and having established this, it was only 
a step to find a great deal of light thrown on the 
genesis of the Latin versions by examining Latin, 
Greek and Syriac together for action and reaction 
in the second century. Here we were immedi- 
ately joined by the Coptic in the identical MSS. 
which exhibited Syriac and Latin influences. 


This opened up the whole A/rican question, for 
B 
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the self-same phenomena apply to a as to ¢: deep 
Syriac influence, and Coptic. Whichever way we 
turn it is the same. 

c for instance, much revised and brought closer 
to the Vulgate standard than many Old Latin, yet 
has the purest Syriac readings and renderings, as 
well as Coptic. 

f again, supposed to be a close Vulgate, occa- 
sionally indulges in pure Syriac or Coptic forms ; 
some of the Syriac appears to be late, but a good 
deal early. 

ff, and I are inherently Coptic, with occasional 
Syriac traces. 

So even in places some of the others, and the 
traces linger, as in P, in some Vulgate codices. 

k, which has been considered thoroughly African 
and Cyprianic, has a very deep Syriac base. And 
so on. ‘ 

The reason for these few words in postscript to 
my publication of the Morgan MS. is that in a 
library publication it was not possible to indulge 
in theories, and it is to a certain theory that a 
close study of these phenomena leads—a theory 
which at once accounts for very much and is very 
helpful. 

Before going farther, or engaging in any argu- 
ment, let me present the views of others. 

We will quote from Professor Chase’s book on 
the Codex Bezae, beginning with what he repro- 
duces from a review of Professor Harris’ work 
(from the Guardian of May 18 and 25, 1892). 
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P. 141. “It seems to us that the starting-point 
must have been not a single MS., bilingual or 
otherwise, but a work-shop of MSS.—that at the 
very threshold of the Latin Version there must 
have been several MSS., copied in near proximity 
to each other, and affected by allied, but yet 
different Greek texts.” 

P. 142. “It seems to us that the Syriac 
Version took its rise in the very midst of the 
development of the Latin Version.” 

P. 143. “... All kinds of notices in ‘ Aramaic 
Greek and Latin,’ like the inscription upon the 
Cross, would be of common occurrence, and the 
writers of them would be at the same time more 
or less skilled penmen. Was it not in just such a 
circle that the idea of copying out bilingual MSS. 
was most likely to arise ?”’ 

We pause for a moment in our quotations to 
ask how it was the Reviewer did not add “or 
trilingual,” for certainly trilingual codices may 
have existed, if not even quadrilingual ones, in 
such a workshop as he refers to. 

To resume: Here Chase himself is speaking :— 

P. 2. “Taking, however, all the evidence into 
consideration, I am inclined to believe that the 
‘syriacised’ character of the Bezan text is the 
result not of one man’s work, but of a process 
carried out by successive workers.” 

P. 110. “*‘A point of some interest,’ writes 
Harvey in the preface to his edition (of Irenaeus), 
p. v., ‘will be found of frequent recurrence in 

B 2 
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the notes; which is, the repeated instances that 
Scriptural quotations afford of having been made 
by one who was as familiar with some Syriac 
version of the N.T. as with the Greek originals. 
Strange variae lectiones occur, which can only be 
explained by referring to the Syriac version.’ ” 

Chase continues: “Nor can I think that the 
presence of a Syriac element in his N.T. text 
proves that Irenaeus ‘was as familiar with some 
Syriac version of the N.T. as with the Greek 
originals.’ The supposition that he used a 
syriacised Greek text harmonises with the con- 
clusions as to the Codex Bezae at which we have 
arrived, and with the fact that Tertullian also 
employed a syriacised text.” 

We pause to say that Chase misses an oppor- 
tunity to harmonise these two facts. 

To continue : 

P. 115. “We have now brought to an end our 
investigation as to the date of the Bezan text of 
the Acts and of the Syriac text which lies behind 
it. This Syriac text must have been in existence 
so far back in the second century that it could 
generate (a), apparently through the medium of a 
Greek text, a Latin text in use at Carthage in the 
opening years of the third century; (6) a Greek 
text quoted by Irenaeus in South Gaul in a 
treatise which cannot be later than 190 a.p.; 
(c) apparently, for the evidence is perhaps in- 
sufficient to warrant a positive statement, a Greek 
text known to Theophilus of Antioch about the 
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year 180 a.p.° It is not, therefore, unreasonable 
to conclude (1) that the Bezan text of the Acts. 
existed at least as early as 180 a.p.; (2) that the 
implied Syriac text existed shortly after, perhaps 
even some time before, the middle of the second 
century. The verdict, therefore, based on external 
evidence coincides with that based on internal 
evidence. We are right in speaking of the Syriac 
text of the Acts which lies behind the Bezan text 
as an Old Syriac text.” 

In this connection, we may say that the same 
phenomena occur in the Gospels. Thus Justin 
Martyr, before the middle of the second century, 
affords a view of this. Three times over (Z7rypho) 
he quotes (evidently from St. Matthew and not 
from St. Luke) gov. zoddol dad avatodav kat 
dvopav = Venient multi ab oriente et occidente. 

This order is that of Peshitto, Curetonian and 
Sinaitic Syriacs, but against the Greek. Yet it 
is preserved by St. Patrick (twice) in the Latin 
version he used and transmitted to our P. 
Ephr. Syrus, though very loose, and quoting from 
both Matthew and Luke, also preserves this order 
once in Matthew. The point, therefore, is that it 
was not necessarily “‘through the medium of a 
Greek text’ (see quotation above), but through 
the medium of a Graeco-Syriac-Latin text existing 
A.D. 150. The order occurs also in the Clementine 
Recognitions, and is followed by the later Saxon 
(Skeat, p. 68). 

P. 136. ‘ Besides the well-known Graeco-Latin 
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bilingual MSS. of the Gospels, the Acts, and the 
Pauline Epistles, we possess fragments of two 
Graeco-Thebaic bilingual MSS. of the Gospels (see 
Scrivener, Introduction, pp. 142, 395). The sup- 
position, then, that there were current among 
the Christians at Antioch, where both Greek and 
Syriac were spoken (see above, p. 116), Graeco- 
Syriac bilingual MSS. of different parts of the 
N.T. is a hypothesis not only natural in itself, 
but also in strict analogy with known facts about 
other Churches. I venture then to offer the con- 
jecture, as one which will explain the facts, that 
in the Greek texts of Codex D and Codex E we 
have the Greek texts of two such G'raeco-Syriac 
bilingual MSS.; and that, just as the Latin 
texts which have been placed side by side with 
these Greek texts were conformed to them (see 
especially Scrivener, Bezae Codex, ch. iii.), so, in 
the earlier stage of their history, these Greek 
texts were themselves conformed respectively to 
their companion Syriac texts.” 

There is absolutely no question as to this. It 
is strictly correct; only we should add that there 
were Graeco-Syriac-Latin copies as well as Graeco- 
Syriac ones. 

St. Jerome himself admits this into the arena 
of historical criticism when he writes (commentary 
on Isaiah, cap. 49) “annunciare pauperibus”’ in 
Luke iv. 18 for evangelizare, for this can only come 
from Syriac against Greek in the earliest stages. 
Not even a has it; nor d here; nor is there a 
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trace in the Vulgate codices py e has bene 
nuntiare). 

At Luke ii. 10 we find the same thing, nuntio, by 
St. Jerome (comm. on Joel), but here he has the 
support of the Latins e fr, gat, with Cyprian and 
the Gothic. 

Further, we find a very interesting point in 
this connection at John xii. 24 in St. Jerome’s 
com. on Ezekiel. He writes, evidently quoting, 
‘Porro simila, quae de frumento conficitur, 
refertur ad Dominum, qui de semetipso ait: 
‘Nist granum tritici ceciderit, et in terra mortuum 
fuerit, ipsum solum manet.’” 

Now this agrees exactly with the Syriac: “that 
a grain of wheat, unless it fall and die in the earth.” 

This is instead of the usual: nis: granum fru- 
menti cadens in terram, mortuum fuerit. 

“In terra” is read by BEDZW&P alaur, which 
is a recollection of the Syriac. 

Again, Luke xviii. 19, the well known passage 
“quid me dicis bonum,” Greek \éyeus (and Marcion, 
with P and h, \eyere), is given by St. Jerome (Com. 
Ep. ad Eph.) as appellas = Syriac. 

Again, Luke xix. 12, the homo quidam nobilis (or 
dives of Old Latin, generosus e, evyerns Greek) is 
given (on Psa. xcviii.) by St. Jerome as pater- 
familias, which is only found besides in a, but the 
Syriac approaches it with ‘a member of a great 
family.’ Possibly this grew out of paterfamilias, 
and not paterfamilias out of it. 

Shortly after, at Luke xxii. 64, St. Jerome (on 
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Psa. Ixviii.) is alone with d and the Syriac writing 
dicebant for interrogabant eum dicentes, as in several 
other places with d, as Luke x. 13, in sacco et cinere 
(sacco with de); xxii. 64, dicebant for interroga- 
uerunt; and with ad at Luke xv. 20, incubuit for 
caecidit. Besides many other times alone with a, 
as at Luke xv. 1, accedentes for adpropinquantes ; 
xv. 15, conjunxit se for adhesit; and ar, xiv. 27, 
portat for baiolat. 

We add, to show how Chase misses the point, 
a last quotation from p. 137: 

“At the beginning of the eighth century there 
was a severe outbreak of the Syrian epidemic in 
the Northumbrian monastery of Jarrow.” 


[So far it will be seen how the problem has 
affected other minds. ] 


We say Chase misses the point because, after 
what was quoted from p. 136, we are surprised to 
read the above.t 

What Jarrow put forth in the eighth century 
was merely a copy of their inheritance of the 
adhr texts already current in England for many 
years. Jarrow did not import and add syriacisa- 
tion. The syriasms lurked already deep in their 
exemplars. This must be noted, for elsewhere 
Professor Chase speaks inaccurately of the d text 





+ Perhaps Chase refers to an exceptional place, Luke viii. 29, 
where Y reads with syr “diabolo” for demonio ; or at John xix. 
30 the addition of the veil of the temple. 
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as carrying many other MSS. in its train. The 
truth is that the true d text, comprising much 
basic Syriac, is confined to a very small group. 
For instance, in the Gospels, 473 is near it, but 
has added many later aberrations; 604 has purged 
away some. Aside from these not many MSS. 
concur. d also does not share the errors of the 
other groups, so that its principal Syriac element 
is very very old, basic in fact, retiring, in our 
opinion, to a period antedating the Diatessaron. 

It is true that in Jreland in the eighth and 
ninth centuries there was apparently a slight 
“outbreak of the Syriac epidemic” in the form 
of further Syriac accretions. R can be cited for 
this. R undoubtedly used a considerable number 
of MSS. DQ of this family, on the other hand, 
seem to have inherited theirs in a less indirect 
manner. DQR, which were evidently on hand 
when 7, was copied, and which used the parent of 
r,, must be treated in this connection with care. 

r, was already possessed of a thorough Syriac base, 
and as we show elsewhere, is none other than our old 
friend k. 

When 7, was copied from a similar MS. to &, the 
scribe was conforming it to the Vulgate texts, and 
imported other material. 

But we must differentiate between pure Syriac 
transmission from G'raeco- Syriac- Latin codices, 
dating from the very genesis of the versions, and 
some syriasms imported later. Otherwise the 
problem will be thrown into confusion. 
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It is true that E also, like R, put on some 
syriasms. But this is also due, no doubt, to the 
use by the scribe of the exemplar from which r, 
was derived, or of 7, itself. 

We will now be very bold, and express our 
belief that both & and n were copied in Ireland 
long since. The presence of £ at Bobbio has long 
evoked questionings in this direction. m2 was 
found at St. Gall, that other home of Irish in- 
fluence. To me, bears palaeographic traces of 
ancient Irish execution, and when this is ad- 
mitted, even for the sake of argument, it becomes 
plain where the a base of our English and Irish 
MSS. came in, for n = practically a. 

See our remarks elsewhere on Mark xv. 22-41, 
where 7, is wanting but n is extant. 

We must now add / to our list. 

h in St. Matthew has of course been recognized 
long since as being an Old Latin influence upon 
the British texts. But why and how? No one 
has taken the trouble to edit the other Gospels 
from h, because forsooth, they are Vulgate. It 
is perfectly true that they are Vulgate, but as 
they are about the oldest Vulgate texts in the 
World of St. Mark, St. Luke, and St. John, 
one would have thought that Wordsworth and 
White would, at any rate, have obtained a 
collation. 

Cardinal Mai gave a very bad facsimile of a few 
lines of the MS. in his edition of St. Matthew’s 
Gospel. Belsheim does not give any, and I am 
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not aware of any other representation of the MS. 
Father Ehrle, of the Vatican Library, very kindly 
has had the rest of this MS. photographed for me, 
and we must now add / to our array of v/vi"™ 
century Irish codices. 

It is perfectly plain that the MS. was written 
in Ireland. 

As regards n, we should judge, by comparison, 
that it was written earlier, say, at the end of the 
fifth century; & about 500; and A, the latest of 
the three, probably about 525 to 550, standing, 
as regards age, in the neighbourhood of the Dia- 
tessaron Fuldensis (F) and of Z. 

But all three, n, k, and A, in Ireland. 

As a matter of fact, » gives us the earliest 
palaeographical intimation of the Irish u and z 
that I know of: u is made quite uniformly with a 
strong curve or shoulder; Z is quite a special 
letter, the perpendicular stroke coming down to 
meet the base in the centre of it; the base itself is 
not always curved, but once or twice it is so 
found, and is clearly the precursor of the later 
Irish type. 

It is also, in all probability, the oldest codex 
which has Irish decoration. 

h has always been called 1v/v™ century, 
and you will find it so catalogued in all the 
text-books. But this is not correct. It must 
date from the first half of the vi" century. 
Anyhow, it has graceful decorated initial letters 
to the first word of the Gospels of St. Mark and 
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St. John. (The beginning of St. Matthew, how- 
ever, is wanting.) 

Its comparative youth is indicated to me by 
the occasional tails or tongues to R, F, and P; 
and by the style of L. Its age, on the other 
hand, is shown, among other things, by the 
abbreviation for NON, SUM, eétc.; the scribe always 
makes the abbreviation nN”, Su”; in the case of 
this MS. a comma is found below the bar, while 
has a point. (Very occasionally / has a point.) 

The writer of the MS. is a most consistent 
scribe, using the same form for e, and u, and z, 
with the utmost uniformity throughout. 

h, now in the Vatican, comes from Clermont, 
France. 

As I understand Mai, p. xxi., Preface to Vol. ITI. 
of Script. Vet. Nova Collectio, 1828, he regards the 
four Gospels in A as written by the same hand. 
Belsheim, on the contrary, thinks otherwise. He 
says: “ Scriptura hujus partis (St. Matt.) uncialis, 
pulchra, rotunda est. Folia reliqvorum trium evange- 
liorum crassiora sunt, et scriptura recentior rudiorqve 
est.” 

Mai’s facsimile of St. Matthew, bad as it is, 
certainly looks surprisingly like the hand which 
wrote the other three Gospels. From photographs 
obtained from Father Ehrle, to settle the point, I 
judge, however, that a different hand certainly 
wrote St. Matthew’s Gospel. It retains possible 
indications of Irish execution, and is probably — 
not older than about 500. 
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No doubt, the French codices, as Is Joy CLC., WeLe 
influenced tremendously by Irish MSS. reposing 
in the French monasteries, not by the influence of 
resident Irish monks in the eighth and ninth 
centuries; but by MSS. executed in the fifth 
and sixth centuries in Ireland, subsequent to 
St. Patrick’s visit, and sent to France, Italy and 
Switzerland. . 

The text of 4 is absolutely Vulgate in St. Mark, 
St. Luke and St. John, but for that very reason 
has the more importance. As regards text, the 
MS. may have been copied from two different 
Gospel Books, one Old Latin as regards St. 
Matthew, and the other, not; but, more probably, 
the exemplar used was itself in just such case as 
h has remained. At any rate, as a Vulgate, it 
should take high rank from its very age, ante- 
dating the others which we have by a considerable 
period.t 

To go back, after this digression, to our theme; 
if therefore 7, = k, and n = a, and r = an accom- 
modated a d h, with h itself executed in Ireland 
after n and k, we have the whole story of original 
British transmission. 





{ We publish, in an Appendix to this volume, a rough Colla- 
tion with the Clementine Vulgate of the text of h in Mark, 
Luke, John. We say rough (although we hope it is tolerably 
exact), for the fine points can only be brought out properly by a 
line-for-line publication [it has twenty-three lines ; n has twenty- 
four], which we cannot submit at present. Our photographs 
are, however, at the disposal of any qualified person who would 
care to undertake its reproduction, h = practically Z. 
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Probably kr, x h are survivals of St. Patrick’s 
visit, and relate to the codices which he brought 
over, the latter representing the Vulgate element. 

r (= ad) may be a survival of Lupus’ visit. 

That k should be found at Bobbio, and 7 at 
St. Gall, show more than chance, and even 6 may 
be a copy of a critical codex much older, and not 
so compiled in the ninth century, for we find in & 
itself even: “‘eiusuis’’ (sic), giving a conflate 
double reading of ejus and suis, so common in 6. 

There is then no “eighth century outbreak” of 
Syriac in England. It dates from the visit of 
St. Patrick to Ireland in the fifth century. 

Hardly anyone seems to have thought of seek- 
ing for the Syriac or Aramaic base of our Gospels 
via the Latin. Nearly all attempts have been 
made to consider Greek roots and constructions. 
But the keys are in the Latin version, and they 
show not only a translation from a Syriac-Greek 
exemplar, but Aramaic roots deeply implanted, 
which cannot be distinguished when handling the 
Greek. Thus the magnus magnus of k for maximus 
comes under this head. 

Those who, without being critical students of 
manuscripts, like Bolten, Marshall, Nestle, Well- 
hausen, A. Meyer, and Blass, have argued for an 
Aramaic original of the ground-text of both 
Matthew and Mark, have been dealt with by 
Dalman in his “ Worte Jesu.” Dalman has spent 
all his life in the special study of the Aramaic of 
that day, and does not see conclusive proofs on 
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the part of Nestle and the others, nor in Chase’s 
studies, that the examples they find in Codex 
Bezae and elsewhere of Greek words changed 
from similarity of two Aramaic words point 
certainly to an Aramaic original. 

Some of Nestle’s examples must, however, point 
to this og to an error from a concurrent Syriac or 
Aramaic version lying alongside the Greek. 

My point, which appears to be new, is that 
there is abundant evidence that the mistakes in 
8 and D, with other like survivals in other Greek 
and Latin MSS., are due to the use of a poly- 
columnar polyglot in copying. 

Therefore, Nestle’s examples would be accounted 
for in either direction. Dalman rather rules them 
out from derivation from a separate original. 
Hence my theory brings them, or some of them, 
into this other field. In one way or the other the 
explanation seems to lie. 

As the Latin has shared the same fate as the 
Greek, with impress of Aramaic and Syriac over- 
flow, my hypothesis will hold true, but cannot 
differentiate always between what was an error 
of copying (or a deliberate theft from a parallel 
version), or on the other hand an overflow from 
a separate Aramaic or Syriac original. 

But if the polyglot theory hold, the likelihood 
of an Aramaic original is perhaps enhanced. At 
any rate, it may have been concurrent. 

This matter, however, which with proper 
humility I introduce as a theory, is not in fact a 
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theory, because the demonstration is forthcoming, 
and has been before us for years. 

Whichever way we turn we are met by 
polyglots. 

When I uncovered the readings of 604, it stood 
out how clearly 473 604 originated from a poly- 
glot, which is the separate and very old recension 
D, which covers Latin, Syriac and Coptic bases. 

13-69—124-346-556 forms the strongest kind of 
a polyglot with Syriac and Latin base. 

28 is a pure Graeco-Syriac recension. So is 157. 
See also 22. | 

56-58-61 now stand out clearly as owing their 
singular Greek readings to Latin reaction. 

The late Greek uncial X has merely been 
separated from its Latin portion, which reacted 
on it, just as in the case of dD. The same is 
of course applicable to such MSS. as A. GH 
partake of the same character. Such cursives as 
Matthaei’s 243, Evst 49, require to be viewed in 
this connection before simply being lumped in a 
small group as Tischendorf’s “al. 5.’ Scrivener’s 
440, 513, 515 come under the same head. 

33 is an eclectic from long long since. 

Scrivener’s 511 can only be used or cited with 
a full knowledge of what its underlying text 
implies. So of 127 and 235. 

The Latin MS. a is a Graeco-Latin-Syriac MS. ; 
J: and / are Graeco-Latin-Coptic MSS. 

And so on. 

We possess in our documents a wealth of keys 
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to unlock the genesis of the versions. And all 
this material has stood ready at our elbow for 
years and centuries; yet so far we have only 
been counting them, and not really weighing them. 

For those who do not understand, a longer 
treatise would be required to show these things in 
detail; but they stand ready to be read in many 
printed pages, if the scales are removed from our 
eyes. Perhaps this hint to those who have the 
capacity and knowledge to understand may be of 
some value. 

For some years I have made it my business to 
collate the existing Greek MSS. of the Apocalypse. 
I have now passed the 100 mark, and need not 
further collate in detail, for the MSS. are all 
falling into certain well-defined groups, which are 
merely being added to numerically. I may find 
one or two more outside this grouping, but so far 
only one has been found outside our groups, 
known to us already by certain specimens, which 
stands out head and shoulders above the rest, 
and takes us by itself far back of 8. This one is 
No. 56 of Apoc., which I may publish separately 
soon in connection with some studies on the 
Acts. 

Meanwhile I will indicate the direction to which 
this grouping leads. 

Here are the principal groups to date of the 
Apoc. : 

[62-63 are really one MS., as are 46-88-1101 
and 44-52-82. ] 

9) 
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7—-16-39-45-69-102-104. 

26-41-42-53-107. 

30-(29)-98. 

13-23-55. 

9-27-75. 

34-35-68-87. 

6-31-106. 

4—20-48~-64-74. 

25-19**—-58-70—78-84-94. 

21-28-(65)-73-79-79a-80-100-103-112. 

Erasmian group 1-46(= 88-101)-59-62( = 63)- 
67-712. 

Complutensian group 10—17—21-37-49-77-91-96, 
with stepping stones between these latter 
sroups of 12, 36, and the 45 group. And so on. 

To what does all this grouping tend? What is 
the object of it? What the limit ? 

To the deep student these questions bring their 
own answers. 

To others we can perhaps show the answers by 
a word or two, and by a very simple illustration. 

First of all, we find that in a group of ten MSS., 
one or two stand head and shoulders above the 
others as regards accuracy of transmission. 

We have found one, indeed, in a group which 
makes but three or four mistakes in reproducing 
the common archetype of the whole twenty-two 
chapters of its family. (Our own errors in col- 
lating these twenty-two chapters are certainly siz, 
and this in collating; if we copied, they would be 
very considerably more.) 
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This MS., therefore, is to be followed against 
the rest of the group. 
Now suppose two groups :— 
1—5—9-36-8 2-93-11 5—122-140 
(of which 82-115 are the best) 
and 7—21—4]—54-61—7 7-105-132-151 
(of which 41-77 are the best), 


and suppose Westcott and Hort omit a clause on 


the strength of 8 B 1 54 122. 

It has generally been supposed that the addi- 
tional testimony of three cursives add weight to 
the presentation of the case by 8 B. 

This frequently in practice (as I will show else- 
where) is not the case; but this cursive testimony, 
on the contrary, weakens the case for & B. 

Thus, notice that 1 54 122 occur in both the 
above supposititious groups, but they are opposed, 
not only by the best and most accurate trans- 
mitters of the several families (82-115 and 41-77), 
but by most of the others. L7rgo, these MSS. 1 
54 122 weaken the case for omission, showing 
either that it arose from carelessness, or from 
deliberate editing agaist the family traditions. 

The converse of course applies where the faithful 
representatives of the groups appear. 

As far as I am concerned, the problem would 
have remained where it was, but for the exceed- 
ingly valuable (though unintentional) contribu- 
tions towards its solution afforded by Dean Gwynn 


in his Greek translation of a Syriac MS. of the 


Apocalypse ; but for Horner's most valuable English 
c 2 
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translation of the Northern Coptic; and finally 
Gwilliam’s Latin translation of the Syriac Peshitto. 

The value, for us, of these translations, is that 
we observe the self-same phenomena at work as 
in the case of the translators and scribes of old 
time, and can learn many interesting things from 
these works of the moderns. As far as I can 
judge, these three scholars made their transla- 
tions with absolute independence of adventitious 
aids. In other words, they are distinctly personal. 
You will find plenty of wnique renderings, as they 
thought to seize the sense of the originals. That 
is, you will find divergence from any of the ren- 
derings of the old versions. You will also find 
many points of contact now with one and now with 
another of the old MSS. of these versions. But 
beyond this you will find a most instructive and 
subtle seeking afier the same idea in the original 
word or phrase, conveyed differently by ancient 
and modern translator, that is, by a different word 
or phrase, but instinct with the same precious 
desire to convey accurately in a different language 
what they saw before their eyes in the foreign 
original. 

Thus, Gwilliam will show you that what in- 
fluenced & to write a Syriac verb form, he 
expresses by the closest Latin synonym at his 
command (without any reference to the MS. 2). 
He will show you that what lay below & is 
present in another place in a, with which he will 
agree to the minutest detail, and so on. 
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Dean Gwynn will reveal to you what was 
working in the mind of X, or of Apoc. 1, or of 
the author of the Gigas Codex and the father 
Lucifer. 

Horner will teach you that the Coptic scribes 
were already acquainted with Latin versions, and 
with a full history of the geographical distribution 
of polyglot manuscripts. 

And so on. We forbear to enter into detail, or 
this tract would become a book. 

We have indicated throughout the collation 
and notes to -P such coincidences as struck us in 
the Gospels, and these open up a fruitful source 
-for study. 

But now whither does all this lead? Back to 
the “‘ workshop” of the Reviewer somewhere and 
somewhen? Partially, but not altogether. 

Two causes have been at work : 

lst—the original languages in which the “ Ur- 
texts’’ of the different books of the New Tes- 
tament were written (influencing introductory 
clauses and the like) ; 

2nd—the polyglots. 

Although these two go together, and can never 
be entirely separated, yet we can frequently see 
one cause or the other, and set up different /ontes 
et origines errorum. 

First, the probable Aramaic original of Matthew, 
of the Apocalypse, and of Mark (see Blass), and 
even of Luke, will account for endless Syriac 
forms in a for instance, if we will only admit, 
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what is perfectly evident, that a was a polyglot. 
It undoubtedly was Graeco-Latin once; why not 
Graeco-Syriac- Latin ? 

For some of the very numerous syriasms of a 
see elsewhere; we can add others, for instance— 

Luke xix. 22. infidelis serve et male = ‘evil slave 
and faithless’ of syr cu (not syr 8 nor pesh), but fq 
also conflate, as also the Gothic (= unselja skalk 
jah lata). 

Luke viii. 35. = “‘ constantem mente’?; compare 
‘modest’ of syr (ewS and pesh), for sana mente of 
the rest, and cwdpovovvra of the Greek. 

Luke xix. 12. “ paterfamilias”’ by a, but evyevys 
Greek, and homo quidam nobilis Latin, rendered by 
most Old Latin dives and by e ‘generosus.’ In 
Syriac is ‘a member of a great family”’ (so syr cu 
and Aphraates). Given by Gwilliam for peshitto: 
*‘filius generis ampli.”’ 

a alone has paterfamilias (rz as well as k is 
wanting), but observe St. Jerome on Psalm xcviii. 
uses this, exactly with a. 

Luke xxi. 13. ut sit in testimonio vobis = the 
Syriac exactly, against all the other Latins, and 
the Greek admoByoetar vpu evs paptupior. 

Luke xxi. 4. de quo super illis fuit by a, and 
de eo quod superfuit illis by e, seem nearer to the 
Syriac than abundantia and wepuocevortos. 

Luke xxiii. 46. _—haec dicens. 

Luke xi. 21 jin. ta vTapxYovTa avrov, rendered 
by most Latins ea quae possidet, is rendered by 
syr cu S and pesh ‘his property’ or ‘ possessio eJUS,’ 
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and. by d substantia ejus, while ac = facultates ejus, 
this, apparently, being composite Graeco-Syriac. 

There is a list of passages concerning 7a 
vmapxovra, page 135 in Appendix to Old Latin 
Biblical Texts, 1886, bearing this out. See Luke 
mal. 15. 

Even a, (where a is wanting) gives at Luke xi. 
21 tueatur for custodit. 

Note further, at Luke xxi. 11, terroresque most, 
but a = formidinesque. Burkitt merely renders his 
Syriac “terrors,” but Gwilliam ¢terrores et pavores. 
This ampler meaning may lurk ina; Greek merely 
poByrTpa. ; 

John xxi. 13. sumpsit (pro accepit) a. 

John vi. 17. nave. Cf. syr “sederunt in nave.” 

This leads us straight to the second cause, the 
early polyglots, and by that I mean to advance 
the theory that, besides Graeco-Latin and Graeco- 
Coptie codices, there were other bilinguals, such 
as Syriac-Greek, and Syriac-Latin or Coptic-Latin 
MSS. perhaps, but more probably trilinguals, 
Syriac-Graeco-Latin, and possibly a great quadri- 
lingual Syriac- Coptic- Graeco-Latin back of &. 

This is not startling, for we have Greek MSS. in 
three and four columns, and the skins were large 
enough for such polyglot MSS., although no relics 
of such have yet come to light. The fate of 
papyrus rolls would sufficiently account for this. 
Karl Wessely’s Wiener papyrus No. 31 is written 
in jive columns. 

External evidence failing, we turn to that surest 
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of all guides, internal evidence, which is certainly 
not lacking. 

The early inter-relation of Syriac and Latin is 
manifest in every direction, but we do not appre- 
ciate how widespread it was, for we have been 
taught to draw hard and fast lines between so- 
called “‘ Western,” ‘‘ African,”’ “ Antiochian,” and 
other families, the representatives of which are 
horribly eclectic themselves, but this has been left 
without explanation. 

After such generalities, let us be concrete. 

The Syriac affinities of that remarkable MS. 8 
are well known. 

Note this place, however: 

Matt. viii. 12, all Greeks exBdyPnoorrar, but & 
(and so Tischendorf tewt, ed. vit.) é€e\evoovrau. 

Now JLrenaeus and Augustine (several times) with 
abeg,hq all have zbunt. 

This is the reading of all the Syriacs, Curetonian, 
Lewis and Peshitto. 

There is no question of Greek reaction on the 
so-called later Peshitto, please observe; but pure 
undisguised Syriac action on 8 (alone) and on no 
less than six Latin MSS. (+ 4%, see below), the 
ones which go with the Greek being Tt ge 8 aur 
(wanting d e jf, 7 and D*). 

Cyprian once gives us the Greek reading, and 
once exibunt, which is the form Gwilliam adopts to 
express his Syriac Peshitto, while £ is alone with 
eawent (but of course goes thus in the Syriac group). 

As Syriac has no compound verbs, see how 


| 
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exactly the six Latins followed with ibunt. They 
did not get it from 8 at second hand, or they 
would write with Cyprian and Gwilliam (it seems 
strange to couple these names, but see remarks 
above) Exibunt. No, they inherited it straight 
from the Syriac (or their Syriac column), as did &.+ 

Above it will be noticed that df f, f,1 are 
absent, but in the following place they join the 
others. We refer to a passage involving Syriac 
order (in which pray note B is an adept, notwith- 
standing his “ neutrality,” e.g. Matt. iv. 16, etc.). 

Matt. xiv. 8. The Greek is 80s po dyow. 
Only D has ewrev S05 por, but he has the other 
support, besides that of all the Syriacs, of abcd (e) 
Shitbenhkg and some Vuigates PD Q, while so 
deep-seated was this that we find an obstinate con- 
flation in PO" T Z* and gz/ of “dixit da mihi inquit”! 

Note also Matt. v. 29, eat pro mittatur, “go” 
into Gehenna, rather than the Greek BdnOn. 
This is the reading of no Greeks, for only D has 
ameXOn, and he omits verse 30, where ame\@yn 
occurs by some other Greeks. But syr cu and § 
both have “go” in verse 29 with the Latins 
abe(d)g, hr, (followed by BF™ W) and Coptic. 
k omits altogether (and also in verse 30)! as Tert., 
who shirks the question and stops at amputa eam. 
Gwilliam for pesh. renders ruat, both in verses 29 
and 30. 





+ Note at John v. 29 all Greeks exopevoovrat, but D e&eAev- 
govrat [d = procedent with most (prodient J qr; resurgent b aur) | 
and e Iren exient, with Aphraates exibunt twice. 
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r, is wanting in verse 30, but Q, who uses it, has 
mittatur there. But Greek 8 B1 21 22 33 157 and 
practically all Latins have ‘go’ with Lucifer. 

What more is required to push back the Latin 
and Syriac to the same workshop ? 

Endless examples are forthcoming in 8 to show 
how “readings” and ‘renderings’? could not 
have intruded into his text but for the wandering 
of his eye to another column of the actual MS. he 
was copying (a simple and standard example is 
voati, Luke xvi. 24), or to a deliberate accommo- 
dation in a difficult rendering where the brain as 
well as the eye of the scribe wandered for elucida- 
tion to Latin, Syriac or Coptic. 

A curious case, however, involving more than 
this, occurs in Matt. ix. 12, where 8 alone reads 
iarpov in the plural. This has only Latin support, 
not there, but in the parallel at Mark ii. 17, where 
abq read medicos. 

Perhaps one illustration will show how very far 
back we must go to get this basic Latin influence. 
In Luke xix. 21, 22 the word atornpds occurs twice, 
the only times in the N.T. The parallel passage is 
Matt. xxv. 24, or. okAypds ef dvOpwros, rendered 
by the Latins homo durus. There is one exception, 
however, viz. the O.L. MS. 6 (Codex Veronensis 
of the 1v—v™ century), and one Vulgate W of 
Wordsworth (Br. Mus.), which render austeris 
and austerus respectively in Matthew. 

It is generally supposed that this is a mere 
reflection of Luke xix., and it may be. 
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But assuming very early Latin influence, 2’s 
translation of oxdypos into austeris in Matt. shows 
that austeris in Luke may simply have been 
Graecised into atornpos there, where originally 
oxhypos or another word stood.t All the Greeks 
(so far examined), however, have avornpds in 
Luke. We should not be surprised to find some, 
however, read ox\ypos. But the fact remains 
that the MSS. so far examined do not yield the 
word. Hence, if the supposition be correct, it 
shows an immensely early Latin influence. 

The interest in the matter is, however, 
heightened by NS 1 22 reading avornpos in Matt. 
xxv. 24 (for ox)ypos). Hence it is either an 
importation from Luke, or it is Graecising from a 
codex like the Veronensis. 

We admit that this passage is not conclusive. 
It sheds, however, some light on the great 
problem of how far & etc. were influenced by 
the Latin, and how far they merely imported 
from synoptic accounts in other Gospels. It is 
unlikely that 8 should copy ayctHpoc for ckAHPoc 
(and even D has ckAHpoc and DURUS as plain as 
can be), so that it is quite possible 8 was copying 
a codex where ox)npos had been rendered austerus, 
and this had overflowed into his exemplar in the 
Greek from a retranslation. 

Before leaving the question of the foundation 
text, let us look a little further into St. Mark’s 





+ The syriacs read durus in Luke. 
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Gospel. There appears, at any rate, to have 
been a double Greek recension of St. Mark, if 
not a treble one. 


Note Mark— 
ii. 12. eutpoo Oev NBL 604 only Mon cone 
of,” in conspectu 
€EVAVTLOV all the rest syr (hiant cu et 8). 


1.15. yuverar NBL 33 473 604 ees 
only that while he was 
EVEVETO all the rest panes 
ii. 26. wer avrov D> and a dozen 
cursives (46 131 
248 251 253 473 


476 511 566 570 


604 etc.) 
ovv avtw all the rest syr ? 
lil, 4. awokeoat LA* about 20 cur-lredere syr hier 
Sives (mut. cw et 8). 


amoxtewat all the rest 
ili. 6. edudouv BL13-69-124-346- 
556 28 473 604 
erounoay NCA 238 473 514 faciebant vg, 
566 Evst 150 222| SoBe? Su. 


syr S = composite 
OR reflexive verb ; 
259 syr pesh=verb and 


€TTOLOUV all the rest, except} 2°: 
movouvtes D (d faciebant) sed 
facientes a 
ili.31. kadovvres NSBCL and 10 cur- 
(Aarowres473) gives (fam. 1, 
fam. 13, 28 604) 


govovrtes all the rest 
((nrouvres A) 
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Av. ds emt CD*M? and lil 
cursives Gee 
ELS all the rest 
iv. 8. depea D 124 473 604 (cf. + “ affert.”’) 
epepev all the rest ays Soe ets eaye 
iv.21. reOy NBCDKLA and 
62 cursives hon 
“ candelab 
emiTeOy all the rest { none “at siprago: 
natur” 15. 
iv. 40. ov7w SNBDLA and 8 e} 
cursives hi 
WS OUK all the rest Sa ue a He 


goth. 


Besides which Evan. 28, which appears above, 
indulges in side issues of its own of the same 
character, sometimes with 604, and sometimes 
with a larger group, as at 
iv. 5. e&Bdaartnoev 1-118-(131)—209 

aon ere 
556 28 604 


exortum est syr. 
e€averetke all the rest 


also occasionally other groups, who must have 
been translating independently : 
vill. e€epyouevos 11 27** 125* 604 i 
of. syr. 
exmropevopevor the rest 
Weald. mapexahovy D and 4 | 
(225 255 473 


604) 
npéato mapaxadew all the rest —tatt. syr. 


+da. 
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Mark 


Vv. 20. Wa, NS BCDLA and 13- 
69-346 28 473 “and” syr cu S 
604 pesh, lat Hand r,! 
OTWS the rest 
v. 26. em D 473 604 he a 
€us all the rest 
v. 30. euev D 235 473 604 most Latin. 
cheye the rest EES on ate 
v. 34. aopevov > and 8 cursives 


(42 44 76 410 PEA ch? 

vadelatt; abi Gwi 
444 473 604 syr pesh (mut. cu 
( ) 


Evst 44) 
umTaye the rest 
v. 38. tyv oxcav D 473 604 \ at latt; aedes 
Gwillsyr pesh (mut. 
tov o.xov _ the rest cu §). 
vi. 36. eyyloTa D 604 latt. proximas. 
KUKAw@ the rest syr. 
vi.37. wadaywow 473 604 (13-69- 
124-346) 


but ‘as they eat’ 


{bat and syr pesh ; 
syr 8. 


ayew the rest 


vi.45. es BnOocadav 1 28 209 473 604 
Origen a 
mpos Bnfoadav 118 and the rest a 


Besides ws for wo7ep, os for os av, e py 


cf. syr S et pesh 
qui variant inter 





wa for o cay pn, womep for ws ear. 
vi.48. ehavvovtas kar Bacavilopevous ku 
(D) 473 604 
Bacavilopevous ev Tw eMavvew 
the others 
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vi. 50. pos avtrovs D 33 604 a ff i. 
Q@UTOLS 473 b. 
pet avtwy the rest syr. 


conflatea: ‘in foro 
et in plateis.” 


v1.56. mdatecacs D 473 604 latt a 
ayopats the rest 


vil. 5. Kat NBDL 1 33 209 
latt syr pesh. 
473 604 } 
€TELTA the rest Verret 
Here A has both readings, also syr S. 
ibid. Kowats 8* BD and 8 cur- 


The Latins divide, 
the 13 group con- 
flates, but both syr 


read avimtots. 


sives 





QVLTTOLS the rest 
From the above it will already appear that the 
D group derive direct from Latin, while: the 
others are not quite determinate. At ix. 4, how- 
ever, the Syriac proclivities of the 13 group + 28 
473 604 appear with the addition often used by the 
Syriac of + wdov ( post kar prim.) (again at ix. 7, x. 46). 
ix. 6. amoxp.Oy or arexpibn SBC*LA 
1 28 33 473 604 Orig bis 

hadknoy or Nalnoet 

the rest 
Here please note 7, holds truer to syr 
than ks, both at ix. 6 and ix. 14. 

ix. 14. pos avrovs SBCGILA and es seato ols tots 


latt. 


h [non r,] copt. 


baw sah aeth syr. 


cursives 
QUTOLS the rest syr. 
ix. 25. am C A* and 8 cursives 


(12 49 61 92119 
473 476 604) 
e& the rest 


syr latt. 
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Mark 


x. 44. ev vw NBC*LA 6 on 
sives (12 28 61 (late 
119 238 604) 
ULOV the rest d, syr. 
ibid.  ewwae NBC*DL and 11 
cursives (1 12 28 Ah 
91 118 119 209 
299 406 473 604) 
yevecOoa. the rest 
xi, 8. eatpwrvvov D and 11 38 (| 


(1 28 56 58 
ponebant Gwill 


63 91 209 241 syr pesh ; - were 
299 473 604) spreading” syr S. 
eotpwocay the rest 
xii. 28. ev 8*CDL>© 10cur- 
sives, 13 Evst* et oe 
ELOWS the rest 


The foregoing are only examples. I have tried 
to exclude passages involving parallels from other 
Gospels, as— 

xv. 36. tAyoas D 473 604 
VELLoas the rest, 
- in order not to obscure the issue. 

Now it is clear, first, that the D d recension 
appears younger (IN PLACES) than the other two. 
[If Dd, as Chase supposes, got a double Syriac 
dose, from the original base and from a scribe’ 
copying a polyglot, it is explainable. | 

These two then are left to fight it out as to 
whether they derived from Syriac or Latin bases. 
And again, the 8 B L group appears to owe its 
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rarer readings to both languages. Both groups, 
however, ipso facto, seem to be translations from an 
Ur-Mark in Latin f or Syriac,or both. Re-transla- 
tion could hardly have played the part of dividing 
the groups to the limited manner in which this 
feature appears. There would have been more of it. 
_ This is of course most sketchy, but a complete 
tabulation of these features in St. Mark, with the 
full array of all the Syriacs and all the Latins, 
would help, I think, to settle some vexed ques- 
tions and perhaps to date the Syriac recensions. 
Such places as vi. 36, 56, although puzzling, are 
probably keys, which someone can use intelligently. 
I refer to: 
Mark vi. 36, where all the Latins and only Greek 
D 604 oppose all the Greeks and the Syriac ; 
vi. 56, where all the Latins (but a, who con- 
flates), with the Syriac, oppose all Greeks 
but D 473 604. 
As regards threefold Greek recension, consult 
iii. 6 and (not given above) 
vi.14 aveoryn AKT 11 28 114 al. decem 
nyepon most 
eynyepTat 8 BD LA 33 473 604. 

When we turn to the Latins we find : 
resurrexit Vulg. plur. ad filqréd 
resurrexisset RZ* 

but surrexit br, DELQ W as pesh Guill. 


surrexisset c aur, surreaxitset fr; hiant ek. 





+ Of. Jos. White, Sacr. Evang. Versio Syr. Philoxeniana, pp. v. 
et 643, 
D 


7 
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b) 


Burkitt renders syr 8, “‘hath risen,” as again 
verse 16, where Greeks and Latins are much more 
agreed. The same phenomena are apparent in 
the other Gospels to a certain extent, but I 
venture to think that in St. Mark’s Gospel the 
situation is such that an investigation of them 
is easier there. 

In opposition to any Syriac or Aramaic in- 
fluence on the Greek, the most noteworthy thing 
is the large array of Greek compound verbs. We 
have not examined this question particularly in 
St. Mark, but it is a little remarkable that B 
sometimes gives us a simple Greek verb for a 
compound verb of most of the other Greeks. 


Postscript.—As bearing on the question of a polyglot in 
Origen’s time, observe this place, Luke xviii. 12, and note that it 
is not complicated by importations from the other Gospels. 

All Greeks are agreed that the pharisee said: 

“ T fast twice in the week, I give tithes of all that I HAVE ACQUIRED.” 

But, while all Greek MSS. read xréuar, it is to be observed 
that Origen says ta vrapyovta pov—Oyril: ravta ra vTrapx. fov— 
and even Chrysostom (who, however, often merely reproduces 
Origen, as Matthaei has pointed out): pov ta vrapyovta. These 
expressions are the equivalent of the arabic Diatessaron “all my 
possessions” and of it alone (with St. Jerome, com. on Ezekiel : 
omnis substantiae meae). 

The Latins all say, with Old Syriac and peshitto, 

“omnium quae POSSIDEO,” 

that is, all but di q, who render specifically 

ADQUIRO for possideo. 
So we see that, while di q with adquiro (and coptic Xo) follow 
xtopat, all other Latins with syr render possideo, while the Greek 
Fathers, Origen, Cyril and Chrysostom, follow the Diatessaron. 
[Hill renders ‘all my substance’; Hogg: ‘all my possessions,’ with 
a footnote indicating ‘gains’ as an alternative rendering. | 

I submit that this matter, small in itself, yet quite specific, 
should be considered in relation to what Origen was using in his 
time. 
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II. 
k 


Dr. SANDAY, in his careful study of k& from a 
Latin standpoint (Old Latin Bibl. Texts, 1886), has 
completely missed the richest field for study in 
connection with this MS. I refer to its unmis- 
takeable Syriac base. He should have jumped at 
this, for it would have taken him straight to the 
Curetonian Syriac. One solitary reference do I 
find (p. 119, Appendix I.), and then (p. 122) a 
note referring to Baethgen’s publication of 1885. 
This in a study extending to 150 pages. 

The whole “meat” of & lies in its Syriac 
ancestor. It is evidently part of a Graeco-Syriac 
MS., and may once have existed as (raeco-Syriac- 
Latin. 

The matter is quite unmistakeable, and in- 
stances occur on every side. 

Take loream, Matt. iii. 4, an exact translation of 
the Syriac (both Curetonian and 8 being extant 
here) “‘a thong,” as against pelliciam of all other 
Latins. 

The Greek is: kat Cwvnv Sepyatunv tepu tyv oor 
QUTOV, 
the Latin: et zonam pelliciam circa lumbos suos 
(or ejus), 
D 2 
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while £: et zonam loream circa spina suam, 
syr cu: and was girt with a thong upon his a 
syr S: and was girt upon his loins with a thong. 
(Gwilliam gives: et cingulum pelliceum supra 
lumbos ejus). 

See also /’s unique conveniebant in the next 
verse (iii. 5), against exiebant of most, and com- 
pare syr cu and §, ‘‘they were coming unto him” 
(Peshitto has egrediebatur, and a has egrediebantur). 

Again, look at the treatment of Mark viii. 32 
by k, obsecrabat: ‘et adpraehensum eum Petrus 

obsecrabat ne cui illa diceret’’; 
The Vulg. = “‘et adprehendens eum Petrus 
coepit increpare eum”; 
even Peshitto (Guwill.) = “et accepit eum Cepha et 
coepit inhibere eum.” 

The Greek is: kat tpoodAaBopevos o Iletpos avrov 

npfato emiTyay avTo. 

The Old Latin an use objurgare for increpare, and 
c employs rogare; 1 ‘ inerepare et revocare.” 

But syr S quite differently : 

“Now Simon Kepha, as if pitying him, said to 
him, Be it far from thee.’ So Burkitt; hence 
doubtless the obsecrabat of k, which is a most 
curious and interesting and touching rendering. 

[I am aware that & uses obsecro elsewhere, but 
always for rogo (six times); and as obsecro (= Syr) 
is stronger than rogo, so we find k using corripio 
for praecipio. | 

The interesting point is that / has not a single 
Syriac base, but both a Greek and Syriac base. 
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For, observe Mark ix. 12, k gives as the equiva- 
lent of efovJerwhy the unique rendering innulletur, 
while other Latins (and Gwill. syr pesh) contem- 
natur; but the Syriac 8 crucified. Clearly, then, & 
did not imbibe or approve this, yet quite inde- 
pendently renders verbally, if not euphoniously, 
ennulletur. 

Again a more interesting, because more in- 
volved, place occurs shortly afterwards at Mark 
ix. 15, where & reads “‘et gaudentes salutabant 
eum,” while syr S is quite different: ‘and ran and 
greeted him’’; so also syr pesh. The Greek is: 
Kat mpootpexovtes nomalovto avtov, at first sight 
agreeing with the Syriac. Why do we say, there- 
fore, that £ agrees with the Greek? Because 
Tpootpexovtes Was early corrupted to zpoo yep ovtes 
(so D*), read for tpocy atpovtes by k, and also by 
cd ff, and 1; b reads cadentes, misreading tpocye- 
ovtes?t The Arabic Diatessaron got into trouble 
here; so it is to the Diatessaron once more that 
we might trace such troublesome matters. 

The old Graeco-Syriac exemplar here had doubt- 
less a bad reading in the Greek column. 

As regards Greek, compare also treatment of 
Mark ix. 23, 24 in Greek and k&, compared to 
syr 8. 

Attention may also be directed to Mark ix. 10, 





{+ Buchanan now (1909, Journ. of Theol. Studies) says that 
cadentes is an error of Bianchini, and that the MS. 6 reads 
gaudentes. 
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tenebant, £; the rest and syr pesh, “continuerunt”’ ; 
Greek, expatnaav; syr 8, “they took hold of.” 

Again, the addition in ix. 4 is found in Greek 
and k, but not in syr 8. 

ix. 6, in metu enim fuerat, may be Greek or a com- 
posite translation from Greek and Syriac idioms. 

These are only a few instances by way of 
illustration. 

Dr. Sanday (pp. 118-122 of Appendix I.) says: 

“‘T proceed, therefore, to put together all the 
instances of omission in & of words, phrases or 
clauses that are found in other Latin authorities.” 
[He means clauses not absent from other Latin 
authorities.] ‘And where there is any seeming 
indication of a possible cause for the omission, 
note will be taken of it. This, however, must 
only be regarded as provisional and quite prima 
facie criticism. We are feeling our way, more or 
less in the dark, and the first step is to obtain 
landmarks of any kind. They can be more closely 
tested afterwards’”’ (saving clause !). 

He then proceeds to give his lists, and the 
reasons for omission, viz. * accidental,” ‘“‘ homoio- 
teleuton,” “abridgment,” ‘condensed transla- 
tion,” “characteristic idiom,”’ and “ paraphrastic 
abridgment.”’ 

He utterly fails to see that 40 per cent. of his 
accidents in Matthew are due entirely to the 
Curetonian Syriac, and in Mark (in a smaller 
proportion) to the Syriac 8, where the Curetonian 
is not extant. 
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As we cannot bank in these matters entirely 
on negative evidence, it is just as well that we 
began by calling attention to loream in Matt. iii. 4. 

A very nice key was afforded him in Mark xv. 34, 
which he failed to take advantage of, calling the 
omission of o eotw pelepunvevouevov an “ abridg- 
ment.”? This is simply due to the Syriac, and 
could be due to no other cause. 

(The keys of a similar nature are missing at 
Mark v. 41 and vii. 34, as & does not begin until 
the viii” chapter.) 

Again, Mark xiii. 9, — vapulabitis, “ accidental,” 
is entirely due to the Syriac. 

Again, Mark xiv. 51, — em yupvov, “ abridgment,” 
is pure Syriac 8. 

In xiv. 8, — ezouncer, *‘ homoioteleuton,” is doubt- 
less due to the inverted order of the verse in the 
Syriac. 

Again, xii. 17, ovv is omitted by all Syriacs. 

[In St. John’s Gospel, the Jerusalem Syriac 
lectionaries omit over 90 per cent. of all the ow’s 
occurring there, as also syr cu and §, and in a 
large measure the Peshitto. | 

Again, xii. 4, — kaw nripacav, “abridgment or 
homototeleuton”’ ; also omitted by syr 8. 

Other passages: xi. 4-6, which he refers to as 
“large omissions . . . abridgment,” are no doubt 
due to the Syriac. 

Others again, where some Greeks are with & 
(except ix. 29, — cau vnorea k with 8* B, where the 
Syriac does not allow this omission), wz. 
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ig xi. 26, whole verses omitted) are all similar- 
xii. 27, — vers ov NBCLA} ly omitted by 
xii. 36, — yap RBLA the Syriac. 

Now it is true that Mrs. Lewis had not then 
discovered the Sinai sister to the Curetonian. 

But it is also true that the Curetonian was 
extant in Matthew, and that there, there is still 
more agreement between & and the syr cu. Yet 
only in one solitary instance does Dr. Sanday 
refer to it (iv. 17, — petavoeite), which alone did not 
help him. 

He adduces forty-five instances in that Gospel. 
Of these, viii. 17 does not belong in the list; two 
or three others we do not understand. There 
are left forty-one or forty-two cases. Of these— 
Matt. i. 24, — avrov after yuvaixa, 

iv. 24, — kau eDepatevorey avtous, 
25, — ve mapada, 
. 29, — ex or de [membris tuis], 
33, TOUS apxaots, 
. 44, three clauses omitted, 
v. 45/48, — est, 

i. 4,6, —ev tw havepw (syr cu, partially syr S), 
vi. 23, tenebrae quantae, 

Wi. 28, ~=(kot.w kine 


Rcd ais 


= 


vil. 9, — py, numquid, 
viii. 5, — cum introisset Capharnaum, 
x. 24, — neque servus super dominum, 
xill. 9, — axovew, syr § (non syr cu), 
xiii. 15, large omission, 
xv. 31, — KvAdous vyets, 
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are all due to the Syriac exemplar which was 
followed. To which add: 
xii. 44, — prae before gaudio (syr cu = out of ; 
syr a= in). 

Now, given the careless character of the scribe 
of k, this list is formidable, and the other errors 
of omission can largely be left to other causes. 

But this should have been sufficient long ago 
to unlock many important doors. 

For instance, was £ translated direct from Syriac, 
or merely accommodated to a previous Greek 
translation from Syriac, such as had influenced 8 
and sometimes BC L D, but which is lost to us ? 

All this is deeply interesting to-day, for we are 
getting nearer to the heart of the problem. 

Dr. Sanday had strong preconceived ideas as to 
what should be, and therefore again missed the 
keys given him by the other Latin MSS., ad and 
e. He says of a that it is widely different from /, 
and can be dismissed from a simultaneous con- 
sideration of the subject (or words to that effect) ;+ 
but later he sees that the “African” text is not 
to be entirely separated from the “ Western.” 
But a presents many of the characteristics of /; 
and so do d and ¢ as regards an old, deep, un- 
impeachable Syriac base. There is no getting 
away fromit. It crops up again and again, and 
these MSS. have not yet been made to yield ali 
their treasures, especially a. 





+ Quoted by us in ch. vii. 
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Now the point is that both the Latin and 
Syriac go back so far that they point almost to a 
concurrent origin, practically as old as the Greek. 

If the Curetonian once had a Greek counter- 
part, it was synchronous with the Latin, for £ did 
not drop these things by the way. 

If there was no Greek counterpart, then the 
Latin came straight from the Syriac. Yet, when 
we turn to a and d and e, we see that the Greek and 
the Syriac were entirely interwoven at the start. 
So that we are forced to the conclusion that very 
early, ever so much earlier than is supposed, 
Syriac, Greek and Latin were running side by 
side (probably in a polyglot). The history of this 
is apparently hopelessly lost—-never referred to 
except by inference—yet the proofs survive in 
every page of a,d,e and k. Nay, obscured as they 
are by Coptic and later Hieronymic influences, 
they still survive in several other Old Latin MSS. 

In my notes on the Morgan MS., therefore, I 
have tried to bring this matter into the limelight 
of criticism, and hope it will lead to a more pro- 
found examination of the problem. 

I do not want to emphasize unduly what any- 
one can see for himself, but I insist that a is in 
much the same boat as k. It has been handled a 
little differently, that is all. But its base is in 
the same case. 

See Luke viii. 25, a = ad alis alium dic. = syr 
form (so often g, although still further revised). 

See ade together at Luke ii. 32 (to take 
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another Gospel where & fails us) which are nearer 
syr than Greek. 

ad, Lukeiii.14, sufficientes for contenti estote = syr8. 
ae, viii. 1, adnuntians =‘ syr, 
aq, viii. 15, dant for ferunt =syr8. 

So d. See Luke i. 45, ii. 42; vii. 21, infirmi- 
tatibus; vii. 22, dicite (for nuntiate); vii. 25, 
aepulatione; ix. 12, maneant (for devertant) ; 
x. 15, descendet. 

Luke opens with syr 8, and is later joined by 
syr cu (in vii® chapter). 

At ix. 56 d omits with syr S against syr cu, but 
the converse sometimes obtains. At any rate, 
the Syriac of d dates to the Curetonian and §, or 
earlier. 

Take ¢: Luke ii. 26, — prius; iv. 39, astitit (for 
stans); ix. 29, see syr; ix. 47, e¢ statuit, practically 
alone of Latins with syr; x. 34. 

Then de together: Luke vii. 22. Although 
they slightly amplify, the form is exactly that of 
syr S$ alone: “ quae viderunt (oculi vestri) e¢ quae 
audierunt (aures vestrae).”’ 

c also, although much revised, shows up its 
Syriac base in Luke v. 25, surrexit ; vii. 24, matter 
of order; x. 34, where it agrees with e. 

Again, ¢ alone at v. 3 has in altum for pusillum, 
while syr § and the Peshitto have “and said that 
they should put it out from the dry land a little 
into the waters.” 

In altum clearly is not a Syriac form, but 
equally clearly a Syriac substance. 
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Nearer is Luke xxi. 21, in montem, alone with 
Syriac. 

Consult also xxiii. 6; and xxiii. 44 with ad 
(nearly) conveying gk and syr closer than any 
others. 

Instances can be multiplied everywhere, and I 
have not perhaps chosen particularly striking 
ones. I adduce the above simply to save trouble, 
as I happen to be passing through St. Luke again 
while this is written. 

But I do wish to emphasize the case of a. 
The Syriac attributes of d have been already 
recognized ; of ¢ perhaps slightly; of c certainly 
slightingly ; of bg perhaps not at all. Yet there 
they stand with their unmistakeable ad alis alium 
frequently. 

But a has been regarded as the standard and 
oldest ‘‘Western”’ or ‘‘ European”’ representative ; 
its base is indubitably Graeco-Syriac however. 
Note in passing Mark vi. 31: 

a reads: cibum poterant capere (k is wanting) ; 
syr $8: and they had no place even bread to eat; 
other Latins: nec manducandi spatium hab. ; 
Greek : ovoe aye EVKALPOUP. 

Observe, however, the cibum intruding here by 
a, seemingly alone with syr 8. 

To continue in Luke, we will mention further, 
without dwelling on the passages (which can 
readily be consulted by the reader) : 

Luke xii. 1, a (and c) primum cavete, 
followed in the same verse by the very peculiar 


| 
| 
| 
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adfectatio of a, for hypocrisis, rendered by Burkitt 
for the Syriac “ respect of persons.” 

Again, xvi. 2 fin., “actum meum administrare.” 

Note d at xi. 21, 26; xvii. 33; xix. 26 (syr 8); 

Rio, Kx Gs XK. 32) xxiii, 
£5,122 353 xxiv. 22. 
ad ab-xx. 26. 
ade at xx. 42. 
Ge br ix. 2h) XXIV. 30. 
acd at xxiv. 10. 
acde at xii. 33, accedit for adpropiat; syr cuand 
Guill. for syr pesh; also xxiv. 27. 
ae atxiv.7; xvi. 7 cautionem a, chirografum 
tuum e; “thy bill,” syr cu; xviii. 24. 
aes at xix. 11. 
des at xix, 28. 
ad f at xxii. 14, with all the Syriacs. 
acd f, at xxii. 42, — verumtamen with Tert. and 
sy!’ 
é at xiv.4; xvi.2; xix.4; xix. 29; xxiii. 48. 
abelg at xv. 15, + se. 
Even ci at xi. 24. 

Sometimes these happily render both Syriac and 
Greek closer than any others, as at xxiii. 44. 

A very peculiar place remains at xxiii. 29, where 
all Latins have beatae for paxapiar, but syr cu and 
S have “happy is it for the barren.” Here a has 
felices ster. alone among Latins, and e “beata 
steriles’’; in both cases, apparently, an attempt 
to conform to the Syriac as much as or more 
than to the Greek. 
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This is interesting as almost indubitably point- 
ing to the Graeco-Syriac exemplar used. I do 
not see how it could have happened otherwise, 
given the general Syriac affiliations of a and e. 

Again, notice a at xxiv. 45, ad intellegendum for 
tov cuvieva, which is as Gwilliam renders his 
Peshitto; 8 gives intelligere, as Burkitt his syr 8, 
“to understand’’; while all other Latins have ut 
antellegerent. 

Finally, a and d are sometimes seen in happy 
company under somewhat similar conditions. 

At xxiii. 35 they both give subsannabant for the 
deridebant of the rest. The Greek is efeuuxrypilov. 
Thus they render more closely than any the 
pantomimic character of the proceeding which it 
was intended to convey. They turned up their 
noses, and otherwise silently expressed mockery. 
A difficulty remains, as it is followed in the Greek 
by heyovtes. The Syriac has it, therefore, better 
with a period and “ et dicebant.” In fact, ‘‘ Et derid. 
(or subsann.) illum (‘“‘etiam”’ the Syriacs have) 
principes”’ looks like a bracketed clause, thus: 
ver. 35. The populace was standing by and 
looking on. (Even the rulers were silently mock- 
ing.) And they were saying (id est some of them), 
‘Others he saved ... .” 

Burkitt translates his Syriac “‘jeering.” I 
would like to ask if there is any connection here. 
Gwilliam merely gives deridebant (ver. 35) and 
aludebant (ver. 36) for the different expressions in 
this connection. 
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Gwilliam also at xvi. 14 gives the usual deride- 
bant, and Burkitt ‘‘were mocking,” but d has 
again subsannabant, and here St. Jerome himself 
alone supports d (ep. Algas.). In this place it is 
to be noted that the Pharisees and lovers of 
money said nothing. It is merely recorded that 
they e€euvxryprlov (all agree here; at xxiii. 35, D 
has ewvetynprfov). And in the next verse our Lord 
answers their looks of mockery by saying, dpets 
€OTE OL SiKaLovyTEs: EauTOs EvwTLOY TOV avOpaTwV, 6 
de Ocds yevdoKet TAS Kapdias Upav.. 

Curiously enough puxrypilw occurs only once 
more in the New Testament, but where it does 
(Gal. vi. 7), St. Paul turns the word terribly 
against men. It occurs in the passage, ‘‘ Be not 
deceived, God is not mocked.” An apposite 
rejoinder to the fearful passage we have referred 
to at Luke xxiii. 35. In the synoptics (Matt. 
xxvii. 41, Mark xv. 31) the Greek word is eurailo. 
In the latter case the syr renders ridebant unus 
cum alio (S and pesh) as the Greek. 


@ 
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TLE 


I ree sure Prof. Rendel Harris has not given 
this matter all the attention it deserves. . 

He does refer to a few passages (Codex Bezae, 
p. 183, etc.), but does not give them 'weight. He 
mentions the Syriac form Lazar for Lazarus as 
occurring in John xi. 14 by aandd. He made a 
mistake here; it is 6 which reads Lazar. But d 
is very distinct with \alapos in the Greek opposite. 
I cannot think that this is an accident, but a 
survival from a polyglot. The more curious, as 
b (which we have not dealt with, but which also 
indulges in syriasms) reads with d in the very 
same verse, although the word occurs in all fifteen 
times (six in John xi., five in John xii., four in 
Luke xvi.), and nowhere else. Unfortunately q 
(the alter ego of b in its old base) is wanting in 
John xi., xii., but in Luke xvi. 24 we pick up 
lazum! Nowhere else does d read lazar. 

In a it is always lazarus, lazarum, lazare, except 
that in John xii. 9 Lazar.. occurs, but probably 
owing to mutilation (see Bianchini’s edition), but 
it might be interesting to check this. 

We can go a step further, and apart from syr 
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cu, 8, or pesh, point to outside Syriac influences at 

work; for at Luke vii. 14 we have the remarkable 

reading : 

juvenis juvenis by d )attested by LEphr 

adulescens adulescens by a a Syrus and Aphraates, 

Aphraates is very definite, not only here, but 
on Luke viii. 54 and Mark v. 41, insisting that 
our Lord used the words twice in each case where 
he raised the dead. I am indebted to Professor 
Burkitt (Evang. Da-Meph. II., p. 131) for em- 
phasizing this point. 

He, however, does not see the connection 
between a and d, although he mentions the Old 
Latin traces for this in Mark v. 41, and cites ad jf, 
in Luke. . 

When we turn to St. John, we find the same 
thing: 

iii. 18. unici, a d e¢ Tert Cypr Lucif (so a every- 
where, even Jo. i. 18, 
where d is wanting) 
= syr (contra gr). 


vi. 23. —gratias agente Domino, ade¢= syr cu 
| et S + D*™ 69%. 
v. 9.- tille, bf fil = syr (contra gr). 


v.15. dixit (pro nuntiauit), ae ¢ syr et gr SC L 
min 5. copt Cyr. 
v. 40. + in quibus putatis vos vitam habere, a d 
sy” CU. 

vi. ll. benedixit, d eq syr. 
vi. 17. All Greeks, euBavres (avaBavres A K) exs (or 
eis TO) movov, except D = evBavres. Latins, 

E 
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John 
et cum ascendissent navem (or naviculam), but 


syr (cu S and pesh) “et sederunt in navigio.” 
Now a alone preserves NAVE. 
vi. 21, navis accessit, br = syr cu et 8, et syr pesh 
adfuit = 6. 
vi. 45. propheta(pro prophetis), and syr (non gr). 
vi. 64. om qui essent credentes (vel non credentes), 
e syr cue § 
om. vers F (Diatessaron), 
vii. 34. ego vado, acd syr cu S (non pesh). 
vii. 50. venerat, G Heer = syr (gr 6 €hOwr). 


ix.) Oy ef. die eer, 
ix. 6. — lutum super, a= syr, 
ix. 6. et superunxit oculos caeci ¢ 


et superliniuit super oculos caeci f lef cis 
viii. 28. nihil a me facio, >) = syr (against Greek 
and Latin order) 
so ¢ f fz, nihil facio. 
[Latin not ex syr; see John x. 4/5, 
after him goeth; after him goeth not; 
flock separateth itself from him 
(instead of flee). ] 
iia 1; ess syr 8. 
xii. 12, those many multitudes, syr S=a ¢ e 
(non gr). 
xii. 24. in terra (for ews tyv ynv), al aur and 
BEDZL& = syr, because instead of : cadens 
in terram, etc., syr has “fall and die in the 
earth.” 
xii. 31. is thrown down, syr'S (non pesh), as Evst 
22 alone of Greeks katwBdyOyoera. But 
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John 
bel ff, r read deorsum, while ac d here hold 


true to the Greek e&w. 

This is rather a test passage; 6 was 
rather slavish to syr before being 
edited ; but we see on occasion how 
a d cut loose. e can never be de- 
pended on, for he was a critic and 
assumed from Syriac, Greek or 
Coptic as he wished. 

xiii. 4. cincxit (pro precinxit), syr S and pesh with 
ad only (against Greek). 
xili. 5. cinctus (pro precinctus), the same. 
xiii. 29. quia(pro quod) = syr, against gr except D. 
xiii. 29. praecepisset, ¢ = syr (contra gr eye), cf. 
diaisset of KVWZvg flqr. Here 
a d do not join, but go with Greek. 
xiii. 34. — ut et vos diligatis invicem, syr S (non 
pesh) = ee m. 
xvi. 18. — dicebant ergo, syr S (non pesh) and abd 
er, and of Greeks only 
D* 29 71 248 Evst 26. 
xvi. 25. manifestabo(proadnuntiabo), syrSandbc 
(indicabo r copt; declarabo syr pesh). 
xvi. 33. Note the vexationem of a, a variety from 
other Latins, but bound up with Greek 
Aru and Syriac [= distress, Burkitt for 
syr & (as in verse 21), and affictio for syr 
pesh Gwilliam ]. 
xvii. 20. Compare d “ propter istos”’ and syr. 
xviii. 12. alligauerunt, a ff, q and JR=syr S 
(against Greek). 
E 2 
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xviii. 16. ille (pro alius), g aur fossat and some 
English vulgates (A AS X° Y -P) 
SS 8YF 5: 

xviii. 20. in abscondito, g only for in occulto; ef. 

syr 8 “in concealment” 
[so a xix. 38 (not agreeing with n)]. 
xviii. 22. —autem, ar with E P=syr S and 
only gr X and 6 minuscules. 
(Note xviii. 28. The donec of the Syriacs in the 
final clause finds no counterpart in Latins 


or Greeks.) 
xix. 10. —ergogr a 
xxi. 4. ad litus, d = syr juxta litus. 


xxi. 13. sumpsit (pro accepit),a = syragainst Greek. 
xix. 34. Regarding yrvée pierced, or nvovge of fewer 
Greeks (aperwit of vulg. codd., fr aur and 
syr pesh and harkl) [syr cu and § unfortu- 
nately wanting], it is to be remarked that 
Ephr Syr writes struck ; 
now a-n ff, give percussit ; 
while ) = pupugit 
e = perfodit 
but g, that syriaciser, conflates 
** percussit et perfodit’? ; 
e, independent as usual, inseruit ; 
aeth = confodit. 
This will bear some study. The original must 
have been obscure. 
The truth is that we are wandering round the 
point, but have not yet firmly grasped the Syriac- 
Graeco-Latin exemplar used. For see Burkitt in 


= 4vuce s 
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the same publication (II. p. 75), where he says: 
“In view of the concession to Greek idiom made 
“by the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe in Matt. x. 11, 
“it is a remarkable circumstance that in D and 
“that excellent minuscule cod. 28 the clause 
“runs 4 modus eis Hv av eicéhOnte eis adtyy x.7.d. 
** Why do Western authorities thus syriacize at a 
‘point where Syriac texts graecize ? 

** And in Mark vi. 10, where the Greek is ézov 
** €av eioedOnre eis oikiav, a phrase which reads like 
*‘a translation from a Semitic original, why are S 
*“‘and syr. vg. assimilated to the phraseology of 
‘the other Gospels ? 

“Tt is easier to ask these questions than to 
“suggest a satisfactory solution.” 

But is it? Does it not all point in the same 
direction? For Evan. 28, which he cites, is a key 
MS. to this very point. Long ago I called attention 
to it in my lists on the rarer readings of Evan. 604. 

But 28 goes further than any of our Syriac- 
Greek MSS. (now separated from their Syriac 
counterparts), and gives us many absolutely unique 
readings, like Aphraates and Ephraem Syrus above. 
It is intensely Syriac, and also latinises.+ Its 
testimony must be brought into play in examining 
this question. I cannot yet regard it altogether 
as “that excellent minuscule 28,” for it seems 
rather too much of a libertine and an eclectic, but 





{ See Mark vii. 9, ornonre 28 for rnpyonte ; so the Latins and 
the Syriacs (Lake, ‘ List D,’ Codex 1 and its allies, p. Ixiii.). 
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its testimony in this phase of the problem is most 
important. Will Burkitt not reconsider this 
point and examine it further in this connection ? 
(He gives another instance, p. 249, on Mark viii. 10.) 

Chase goes as far, in his study of the Acts in 
Codex Bezae, as to say: 

“To prove that the Bezan Greek text is 
moulded on a Syriac text is to disprove the 
theory of its Latinisation”’ (p. 2). 

This is not exact, for the texts were concurrent. 
Just as, on the other hand, his remark (p. 112), 
“If my conclusions are correct, Justin used a 
syriacised text of the Gospels,” is strictly true. 

Both Chase and Burkitt are near the truth, but 
have not quite seen it. The real facts stand out 
clear as light that Syriac, Latin and Greek were 
concurrent ever SO spit and in the time of Justin 
and Irenaeus. 

This momentary consideration of the Greek 
Codex Evan. 28 brings us to the other syriacisers, 
on which Burkitt has a short chapter (pp. 245-251). 

He refers to 1—118—-131—-209, 13-69-124-346, 
565 (that is 473 or 2 pe), 28, and 700 (that is 604). 
He leaves out 157. 

Lake’s publication (1902: “Codex 1 and its 
allies’) deals with these MSS., and can be con- 
sulted for other examples. 





t Burkitt says “700 (called by Scrivener and Hoskier 604).” 
I object. It is 604 (called by Gregory and Burkitt 700)! It 
was called 604, and established in its proper place long before 
Gregory revised the lists. 
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These were all no doubt once di-glots, or 
Graeco-Syriacs, just as Bezae is to-day a Graeco- 
Latin (whatever its original form). It is on this 
we should concentrate our attention,'as unless we 
recognize this, we give these codices undue weight 
as separate witnesses to many old forms of error. 
The 13-69 group is a wicked group, perpetuating 
all kinds of long-discarded Syriac and Latin error. 
You have only to turn to my notes on the 
readings of the Morgan MS. to see this stand 
out clearly. The group 13-69 appears to have 
obtained a large part of its Syriac element quite 
late; 157 is indeterminate; the 1 family requires 
further study; d 473 604 appear to derive the 
Syriac partly after a.p. 200, partly before then. 

To return for a moment to Burkitt’s quotation 
on p. 75 of his vol. ii. about Evan. 28: “Why do 
Western authorities thus syriacize?” etc. Who 
said 28 was Western? It is just this persistent 
hammering at a baseless nomenclature that inter- 


~ feres with our progress; 28 is no more “ Western” 


than Codex Bezae (heresy!) or other so-called 
Westerners. There is no such thing as pure West. 
The whole matter is bound up together. 

Evan. 28 and the Armenian version, with the 
others above cited, should afford keys to unlock 
that very difficult problem of what lay behind the 
Curetonian and Sinaitic Syriacs, some of which 
survives in old readings in the Jerusalem or 
Palestinian Syriac (codices A BC), and in the 
Peshitto itself. 
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The question, too, of the relations of the 
Diatessaron to the Sinaitic and Curetonian comes 
up here with increased force. Compare Mark ii. 
27, exticOn, for eyevero, by 1 131 209 604 syr S and 
pesh, but not the Diatessaron (exhibited by Lake 
in “ List C’’). 

But we should concentrate on important pas- 
sages. The day seems to have gone by for long 
lists of minutiae, however important they may be 
as keys. Once having found the keys, let us 
investigate the more important passages. 

In list F (about which Lake says: ‘“‘ Mr. Burkitt 
has strengthened this impression by pointing out 
to me that many of the subsingular readings in 
list F are of such a nature that it is quite possible 
that they are the Greek which underlies the Old 
Syriac version, as the method followed by the 
Syriac translator makes the distinction between 
them and the ordinary readings to disappear ’’) 
consult Mark i. 13, emu ynuepas, as to this with ; 
fam. 1, fam. 13, 473 604; Mark iv. 5, e€eBd\aornoe 
(for e€averedev), by fam. 1, fam. 13, and 28. We 
should endeavour to find the rest of the 28 family. 

Lake also, in his list G of apparently unique 
Greek readings, misses some Syriac keys, as at 
Mark iv. 30, vi. 56, ix. 25, x. 37, and Luke ix. 35. 


Postscript.—Referring to p. 49 in re the double exclamation 
Juvenis juvenis !, which is certainly Semitic, we may point to the 
account of the raising of Lazarus, where in the Syriac MS. ‘8’ 
Christ’s command is given doubly: ‘Come forth, come out,’ 
instead of the simple Greek ‘Sevpo ew,’ which doublet is here not 
countenanced by Aphraates nor by Diatess arab. 
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IV. 


I conress that I do not know what Rendel 
Harris means when he says (p. 177), ‘‘The Western 
text is now no longer the ‘conceivably apostolic’ 
edition which Dr. Hort suggests,” for Hort him- 
self (pp. 120/2, Introduction) makes a fearful 
muddle of “Western” readings, and I do not 
remember that Dr. Hort anywhere speaks in that 
way of the “‘ Western text.” 

First he says, ‘“‘As far as we can judge from 
extant evidence, it was the most widely spread 
text of Ante-Nicene times, and sooner or later 
every version directly or indirectly felt its in- 
fluence. But any prepossessions in its favour that 
might be created by this imposing early ascendancy are 
for the most part soon dissipated by continuous study 
of its internal character...” 

Thus he condemns it. 

Secondly he qualifies this wholesale condemna- 
tion: “A few scattered Western readings have 
long been approved by good textual critics on tran- 
scriptional and, to a great extent, insufficient 
grounds; and in Tischendorf’s last edition their 
number has been augmented owing to the mis- 
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interpreted accession”’ (whatever that may mean) 
‘“‘of the Sinai MS. to the attesting documents.” 

Thirdly he eats his own words thus: “‘To one 
small and peculiar class of Western readings ” (they 
are not ‘ Western’), “exclusively omissions, we shall 
ourselves have to call attention as having exceptional 
claims to adoption.” 

Finally he throws out what he does not want, 
thus: ‘‘ But when the Western readings are con- 
fronted with their ancient rivals in order to obtain 
a broad comparative view of the two texts, few 
scholars could long hesitate to pronounce the 
Western text not merely to be the less pure text, but 
to owe its differences in a great measure to 
a perilous confusion between transcription and 
reproduction, and even between the preservation 
of a record”’ (yet he likes its omissions) ‘and its 
supposed improvement, and the distrust thus 
generated is only increased by further acquaint- 
ance.”’ 

I think nothing could well be less clearly ex- 
pressed in a few sentences. Hort has involved 
himself in a maze, and can be left where he finds 
himself. Simply an eclectic. 

Fortunately Dr. Hort’s followers have broken 
away to some extent from hard and fast rules, as 
they found case after case arising which baffled 
them to “class.” And Dr. Sanday admits that 
the whole matter must be treated with greater 
care. | 

But Burkitt, as late as 1904, again shows a 
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lack of appreciation of the keys afforded byes 
Note his treatment of “Western readings ”’ 
(Evang. Da-Meph. ILI., pp. 213, ee.). On p. 215, 
speaking of “Western interpolations,” he says, 
“They appear to form a single series, probably 
derived from a glossed edition of the Four Gospels 
issued somewhere in the West about the middle 
of the second century. . . . We see, in the first 
place, that the ‘Old Syriac,’ as represented by S, is 
entirely free from them, and secondly, that it is 
the ‘ African’ Latin which has incorporated the 
largest number. Had Codex Bobiensis (k) survived 
complete, I think it not unlikely that it would have 
contained the whole series.” 

Now here is a gratuitous assumption. 

We have pointed out how strong is the Syriac 
base and element of k, and old Syriac, not any 
fourth century affair, and Burkitt is for com- 
plicating the problem by an assumption that if 
Luke and John of £ were extant, we would find 
there his complete set of so-called “‘ Western ”’ 
interpolations. This is not learning; this is not 
fair. It is prejudicial to a clear view of the 
matter. We do not yet know what was of the 
East or of the West; we are trying to find out. 
This eternal wordy classification, which is on 
trial, is very much against a true grasp of the 
real origin of error. 

Burkitt, in order to dethrone cu and exalt S 
(especially as regards the end of St. Mark’s 
Gospel), on p. 217 reaches the conclusion that cu 
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has been revised from a Greek MS. (some time 
before the v’ century, no doubt). But it is 
far more probable that both cu and S form the 
surviving parts of what were once Graeco- 
Syriac MSS. 

Again, p. 221, he says, ‘“‘S preserves a very 
peculiar recasting of Luke xi. 35, 36, which is 
otherwise only known from the inferior Old Latin 
MSS. f 9.” 

But both f and qg have a very old Syriac base, 
which has been obscured by constant revision 
and assimilation to the Vulgate, yet not wholly 
lost. Therefore, when they agree, in a manner 
unusual, with cu or 8, they need not be treated as 
“inferior” MSS. In fact, it spoils Burkitt’s own 
case; for, although we have not said so, all the 
Old Latin MSS., outside of acde (of which we 
have treated more particularly), exhibit the same 
fundamental strain of very old Syriac, behind 
their Coptic affiliations, and apparently con- 
current with a very old synchronous Latin 
base. 

By “very old,” in this connection, I mean a 
period antedating 175. And it all serves to carry 
Burkitt’s cw and 8 back with them partially. 

Again (note to p. 216) Burkitt says “the text 
of e is predominantly ‘ African,’” but it is not; 
the fundamental text of ¢ goes back through the 
Coptic to an East-West primal Syriac and Latin 
base. Again he adds, concerning c, “On the 
other hand, ¢ presents a particularly good text at 
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the end of Luke... But, in the same way, 
c’s goodness consists of a very old Graeco-Syriac- 
Latin base. 

On p. 225 he assumes, “In nearly all these 
cases (Luke ii. 14, evdoxia ete.) of combination 
between the Old Syriac and the later Greek texts 
the reading so attested is clearly wrong.”’ This is 
the old cart-before-the-horse theory again, that 
anything, later in the Greek line, which opposes 
8 B is wrong, and carries the poor old Syriac 
down with it. This is truly unscientific of Pro- 
fessor Burkitt, and he must know a great deal 
better than that. He will estop progress if he 
cannot clear himself from this, and weigh evidence 
properly. These later Greek and Latin witnesses 
have an element older than 8 and B, and which 
carries us to the 11 century and to the Old 
Syriac. 

In the next chapter he continually classes 8 B 
together. This may not be done; B is altogether 
unlike 8, and differently compiled. 8 used, in 
readings and renderings, both Syriac and Latin 
concurrent in his (doubtless) polyglot exemplar. 
B apparently copied his Greek straight, and only 
adopted additions or made omissions on critical 
grounds. His changes are fewer, but more de- 
liberate, than those of X. 

Again Professor Burkitt complicates matters 
on p. 227 by saying, “What we may call the 
Origenian text does not get much support from 
Sorc.” 
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There is no-such thing as an Origenian text. I 
would like to see him try and reconstruct it. 
Origen must have used six recensions at different 
times, like St. Jerome, and quoted from different 
ones as it suited him. No, this talk of a Western 
text and an Alexandrian text has nothing in it, 
as Hort freely admitted while using these names. 
There is no Alexandrian text and no Origenian 
text, unfortunately ; and these names are hinder- 
ing, not helping to solve the basic problem. 

I do not suppose anyone doubts seriously that 
an examination of the Greek cursive documents 
(great treasure of them as there is) would lead 
to excellent if not decisive results in the field 
of criticism. Yet scholars steadily refuse to 
devote themselves to them. 

They will travel thousands of miles to get a 
glimpse of a v™ century fragment, or even of an 
vir century MS., but because the bulk of the 
cursives range from 1000 down, no one examines 
them. 

A catalogue of these MSS. is readily saleable 
(vide Gregory’s German Reprint of his Latin 
Prolegomena to Tisch. VIII.), but a publication 
embracing collations lies in sheets in the pub- 
lisher’s warehouse ! 

Now there is something false here, and some- 
thing contrary to Christian spirit and endeavour. 

If we have a precious heritage, and if it is 
essential to get at its precise wording, we are 
neglecting the slow-gathered verdict of the Church 
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on textual problems, and we are neglecting our 
own opportunities. 

What we want, and must have, are: reliable 
collations of existing Greek MSS., search for 
more MSS. of Versions and Fathers, and properly 
indexed publications of them. 

Quotations to date are imperfect and unsatis- 
factory. 

Why stop to cross swords, and fill thousands of 
pages with discussions of readings, when con- 
vincing data are to hand but unexamined. 

It is not as if it were difficult to tell when a 
text, say of the xm century, has been cor- 
rupted in transmission. It is comparatively easy 
in many documents to prove pure and direct 
transmission or retransmission without material 
change from very early dates. 

Instead of this, we have Kenyon and others 
regarding Hort’s classification as final, and Lake 
(Text of VY, Theol. Studies, Jan. 1900, pp. 290/2) 
using Hort’s classification as gospel, while con- 
founding himself out of his own mouth at every 
turn. 

In his one Gospel (Mark) of one MS. he has 
Syrian, pre-Syrian, Alexandrian, Western, and 
Neutral texts. 

Hort himself never knew his own children when 
he met them, but Lake should be observed when 
he is studying his textual flora and fauna, He 
writes : , 

‘‘Hxamination proves the existence of the 
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WESTERN element in 34 variants (without count- 
ing readings which are both WESTERN and SyRIAN) 
.... the reading, though undoubtedly Harty 
WESTERN, was also an ALEXANDRIAN one, @ 
phenomenon which occurs in at least 11 other 
instances. ...” 

Does he not see that to classify first from 
imperfect data, and then job back to your 
material and say how that material is to be 
classified (and to put it forsooth into atu the 
classes), is to put the horse absolutely behind 
the cart ? 

Again, he says: 

“There are a considerable number of purely 
NEUTRAL readings in V in Mark, probably about 
as many ‘ Non-ALEXANDRIAN NEUTRAL’ as there 
are ‘Non-NEUTRAL ALEXANDRIAN.’” } 

Truly he has learned well from the master 
Hort. But is not this grandiloquent nonsense 
and nothing more ? 

It is Hortism perpetuated in its most offensive 
form. 

First, people your spinney with imaginary 
game—then go hunt the game. Having found a 
hare, you place him in the spinney, assign him to 
his proper jorm, label him (in various places) ; go 
out and proceed as before. 

But, meanwhile, while you are away, the hare 
runs off, not liking to be called a rabbit-partridge- 
hare. Nothing daunted, you fill up his place 
with another. And you have never shot one yet 
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about which you could. tell anything. Some- 
one always cries “‘hen,’’ and you daren’t fire 
when you ought to. Once or twice a retriever 
has been shot because he was wrongly labelled, or 
in the wrong place, and the beaters have several 
times been mistaken for game. But we- cry 
enough ! 

Tabulate your material. Enclose your game 
within wire. Then count heads, divide off, and 
classify (and take a good look at the hybrids; 
in other walks of life they do not reproduce 
themselves). 

But don’t tell us we know what are “ Alex- 
andrian’”’ forms, and then foist them on to a MS. 

Truly we know what are some Alexandrian 
forms, but if we knew what the whole Alex- 
andrian form was (and there never was a whole 
standard), we would not need to enquire further, 
and the “true text” of the Critics might be left 
to sun itself in peace. 

They are misled by knowing what some (so- 
called). Alexandrian, Western, and other forms 
were, and think they can tabulate the whole. 
But they can never do it! They will be met at 
every turn with mixed texts. They are pursuing 
an ignis fatuus, and misleading others at the same 
time (see Hort himself, pp. 265 and 167). 

Say, frankly, this or that MS. has such and 
such readings; but we have no right to say they 
are “ Alexandrian’’- because they are found in 


many MSS. issuing from Egypt, for they were also 
F 
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dominant elsewhere. And so of all their classifica- 
tions. They have tried, and are unable to tie 
them down where they should belong in their lists. 

This recension theory, therefore, like Gries- 
bach’s and Lachmann’s, must go overboard. 

We will assemble our readings, and we will not 
- classify them by name into geographical divisions, 
but we will put them to the test of Catholic 
antiquity. 

Of what possible use are the Hort divisions, 
when we know that the text branched away 
laterally in every direction geographically from 
the earliest times, and was never standardized 
anywhere ? 

What we seem to miss in these studies is an 
appreciation of the difference between a funda- 
mentally good text and occasional freaks or 
deliberate editing. B had a good text (it survives 
finely in the Acts, where no synoptic influences 
were at work), and still has a pretty good text in 
the Gospels, but why should we swallow whole as 
“neutral” B’s aberrations from his running text ? 
Tell me that. 

At last, when we get down to business, on 
p- 229 Burkitt sees that Hort’s list of “‘ Western 
non-interpolations’’ (a fine name; the sentence 
runs, “‘the origin and propagation of the Western 
non-interpolations’”’) cannot any longer be treated 
as a whole, for the Syriac splits hopelessly. 
Thus we gain much from his examination of 
syr cu and 8. 
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Burkitt even rejects with scorn from Matt. 
xxvil. 49 the addition (from John xix. 34) of 
ahdos de haBwv hoyxnv evuEev avtov rnv m\evpav Kat 
e&m\Oev vdwp Kat aa, found in 8 B, which was 
inserted in Westcott and Hort’s text in brackets. 

And Burkitt’s critical methods here are far 
better than his treatment of some other places. 

And we find this passage: “ Jn all these instances 
B presents us with what is evidently a doctored teat.” 

Now we have never claimed anything else. 
We have freely admitted the excellence of much 
of the B text. Only, we have claimed that many 
of its peculiarities were due to deliberate editing. 
This being so, much more care than Westcott and 
Hort bestowed on the problem is necessary to be 
sure that B is right where they follow him against 
the weight of other evidence, of versions and of 
Fathers. 

For B is worth absolutely no more than Coptic 
or Gothic, both most careful translations from 
picked Greek MSS., respectively of an earlier and 
similar date. 


t+ Documents of the age of N and B are more likely to be full 
of “conjectural emendations” than those of the x century, 
when Church history and literature were practically formed for 
all time. This is denied by inference and in practice by modern 
critics, 

But we have a very good and apt illustration of the matter 
if we turn to the reception accorded to the discovery of the 
“Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” only a few years ago, and 
the literature which it provoked. 

As soon as a difficult passage was found, Bryennios, Hilgenfeld, 

F 2 
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With the next paragraph, p. 234, we cannot 
agree. Burkitt allows himself to be persuaded 
by Baethgen and others that the Old Syriac is 
posterior to the Diatessaron. This would be to 
jeopardise their critical base immensely. 

The next paragraph, pp. 234/5, puzzles us and 
baffles us. It is not very clearly expressed, but 
is of signal importance. It looks at first sight as 
if the author were destroying his own carefully 
woven fabric, if we are to understand that the 
Curetonian and Lewis Syriac, ‘“‘ the Old Syriac,” 
goes back no farther than 200, and this would not 
accord with what is said elsewhere. Does Burkitt 
mean that the Latins were prior to the Syriac, 
or only that the Greek was? Anyhow, as it 
reads, he stops his syr cu and S at 200, and 
throws us for our Syriac into the missing Syriac 
of the Diatessaron. This is confusing. We have 
then no “Old Syriac” proper. That would 








Gebhardt, Harnack and the rest were for emending it, to bring 
it into (supposed) conformity with something called for in their 
personal view of the passage. 

Later investigation and discussion, as shown by Dr. Taylor 
and Rendel Harris, showed in every instance that the scholars 
were doubtless wrong. 

So dealt Mr. Scribe of 8 [or Mr, Scribe of B (or their imme- 
diate ancestors)| with the problem before them, and their early 
“conjectural emendations” we are asked at this late date to 
receive, when the Church has digested and rejected them with 
fuller knowledge or certainly with as full knowledge as we 
possess to-day. For though our scholarship may be riper, we 
lack many valuable documents which earlier churchmen 
possessed. 
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account for vagaries of cu and S. We: had 
thought many scholars considered ew and S much 
older than this. We therefore would have to look 
to the Latin and the Fathers for earlier Syriac 
reflex action, as well as to a few Greek documents. 

It is also confusing to be thrown upon the 

resources of the great “ mixer,”’ the Diatessaron. 
The truth, as I see it, is that the Old Syriac, 
antedating the Diatessaron, survives partially in 
various documents. 
. If the syr cu and 8 are really no older than 200, 
then their critical value is much impaired. We 
can no longer look to them for help in constructive 
points, but only as to Syriac verbiage and syntax. 
Their value has disappeared as instruments of 
criticism of the Tetraevangelion, if they succeeded 
and were influenced by the Great Mixer. 

Burkitt also seems to indicate his belief that 
the Diatessaron was compiled by Tatian in Syriac 
without previous Syriac foundation of the four- 
fold Gospels in Syriac. This would completely 
destroy the Diatessaron itself for critical purposes, 
and also account for the free and easy inversions 
and the omissions of the Curetonian and §, if 
they had before them the Diatessaron only, and 
were influenced in a fresh translation of the 
Gospels by the Great Mixer. But this is allowing 
heresy at the foundation of Syriac tradition. 

I believe that the Old Latin shows us a far 
older Syriac foundation than 175 a.p., and that 
the Gospels were extant in Syriac before Tatian’s 
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time. As regards the Greek affiliators of the syr 
cu: I 118 209, etc., it may well be that their 
Greek text was reacted on by Syriac, and that 
they represent a much later stage in parts. 

A notable and significant phenomenon—which 
deserves much, but has hitherto received little, 
attention—is revealed by careful detailed study of 
the Old Latin Versions; this is, that they show 
numerous and decided indications .of Syriac in- 
fluence. In words, in phrases, in modes of 
expression, the Syriac base frequently manifests 
itself. 

These passages are not mere instances of 
agreement, where the Syriac could as well have 
derived its readings from the Latin as the Latin 
have taken them from the Syriac. For this 
phenomenon is not an exclusive peculiarity of 
one Latin text or small group of texts. Agree- 
ments with the Syriac, far too numerous to be 
attributed to accident, are found scattered among 
the Old Latin texts from a to r,; they are present 
in 6, as truly as in £; and in ¢ almost as largely 
as ine; and in / as well as ind; and are traceable 
in the others, and in , g2, and gat, and sometimes 
the Latins all agree together with syr. 

The most obvious explanation of this would at 
first seem to be that the Latin scribes were 
affected by Tatian’s Diatessaron. 

Some of the syriasms might be thus explained. 
There remain many, however, where, with evident 
Syriac base, the Latins have not followed the 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T 71 


known reading of the Diatessaron. Not all the 
variations are even apparently due to attempts to 
harmonize the accounts of different Evangelists ; 
indeed, only a small part are of harmonistic 
character. 

There is still further reason for denying the 
likelihood of the Diatessaron having had much 
influence on the Latin texts. Whether on account 
of the author’s heresy, or for other unknown 
cause, the Diatessaron was held in slight esteem ; 
nay, more, it was practically unknown, except in 
Syrian Christendom, for several centuries. This 
statement has been made and proved by many.; 

Briefly, some of the facts are these. About the 
middle of the sixth century, Victor, Bishop of 
Capua, an eminent Greek and Latin scholar, 
found a Latin Gospel-harmony, which he judged 
(rightly) to be Tatian’s; and his sole reason for 
ascribing it to him was a statement in Eusebius 
that Tatian had compiled such a work. Seem- 
ingly, but for Eusebius’s words, Victor would not 
even have known that such a book as the 
Diatessaron existed. Victor issued a modified 
edition of the work. 

Other Latin writers whom we should certainly 
have expected to mention the Diatessaron, and 
whose silence is morally complete proof, under 
the circumstances, that it was unknown to them, 
are: Juvencus, St. Augustine, St. Jerome, St. 
Gelasius, and Cassiodorus. 

The silence of Greek writers, when mention- 
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ing Tatian’s heresies, or writing on subjects in 
connection with which the Diatessaron would 
inevitably be mentioned, unless unknown or 
deliberately ignored, is even more startling. 
Three Greek writers do mention it, but two of 
these must be regarded as witnesses to Syrian, 
not Greek, conditions—one, indeed, of these two 
had apparently never seen it. Eusebius, the 
third, does speak vaguely of the Diatessaron as 
“current in some quarters even to the present 
day’’; his indefinite description suggests that, 
despite his wide knowledge of Christian history 
and literature, he quite probably knew this book 
only by hearsay. 

Although St. Irenaeus was by origin a Greek, 
his testimony would be a valuable indication of 
early Latin conditions. He held a strict view of 
the necessity of the fourfold narrative, and a 
patchwork Gospel would have been highly re- 
pugnant to him. St. Irenaeus twice controverts 
Tatian’s doctrines, but does not mention the 
Diatessaron. 

Finally, the facts cannot be sufficiently ex- 
plained as resulting wholly from the supposed 
Aramaic originals of St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
and even, according to some, St. Luke; this for 
the reason that syriasms are found in the Latin 
Versions of the Gospel according to St. John, as 
well as in the Synoptic Gospels. 

In St. John’s Gospel (where r, is extant for 
v. 13-vi. 24, viii. 8—ix. 41, or in less than four 
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whole chapters) we still find fifteen cases of 
syriasms; £ of course is missing. Consult, how- 
ever, the following :— 


. 1. 25. — et interrrog.eum a e with only syr cu 


and 8 among Greeks. 


i. 34. + electus (post dei) 


ili. 
iil. 
lil. 


lv. 


lv. 


Vi. 
vi. 
vi. 
vi. 


vi. 
Vil. 


Vii. 


16. 
18. 
28. 


39. 
41. 
15. 


219; 
. 26. 
1}; 
17: 
21, 
. —gratias agentesdno ade syr cu et 8. 


45. 
34. 


50. 


P DRad (ef,*) with only 
syr cu and §, and gr. 8 

77 218. 
unicum Eabdemar syr [non gr]. 
unici adesyr cu (cf. i. 14, i. 16). 
— ego ad ff, | aur syr cu D*® 245 


[Lab. rell gr]. 
quae (pro quaecumque) be f,lgrsyret 8B 
C* L a [non gr min}. 


[+in eum cum vg] f syr, aetharm + gr NA 


fam 13. 262 473. 
dixit (pro nuntiauit) a e g syr copt et gr 
SCL min. quinque [non al]. 


quaequae b syr. 
pater vivens habet d. syr D*. 
benedixit d eq syr. 


sederunt in navigio  syr; cf. a “nave.” 
navis accessit br syrcuecS. 


arm. + D*® 69 [non al]. 


propheta 0 sur: 

ego vado acdaur syr cu et S aeth 
arm arab (eips pro €ipi). 

venerat PG Heer sy. 
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viii. 56. — pater vester P r? syr S et Patr, latt 
Tert. Grer. ete. 
1x, 7. Of. Ty Ct BY 
ix. 15. imposuit super oculos meos d (a) : ef. syr. 
goth. 
xi. 10. per noctem Delr syr 8 aeth arm. 
xi. 11. postea c(r) syr pesh. ef. syr 8 et 
aeth. 
xi. 56. ad alis alium ) 
E r 
alis ad alium l 
xii. 17. testificabantur ergo d (efsyr). 
xii. 24, in terra PBEDZal aur. syr et Hier 
% in Ezec. [contra gr}. 
xill, 4, cinxit ad syr [contra gr]. 
xill, 5. cinctus d e syr [contra gr]. 
xiii, 5. + suorum (PEcd/f 9, q fossat syr.copt 
aeth arab sax + D®* 59* 
[contra rell gr et latt]. 
xiii. 27. panem abeflqr syr aeth arab 
[gr omn Wopor].§ 
xiii. 30. panem abf frlar syr aeth arab 
[gr omn Woptov].§ 
xlil. 29. praecipisset € sy. 
xvi. 17. discipuli (pro ex discipulis) P BE ®™ JQ 


§ In ver. 27 ff, reads bucellam, in ver. 30 panem 
9 Ver. 27 ¢ 4, panem,  ,, ver. 30 bucellam 


RT’ X* abcf fer syr 
aeth sax [contra gr copt 
goth arm arab]. 





t showing 


merely imperfect revision ; we can count them both undoubtedly 
for panem originally with syr. 
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John 

xvi. 18. —dicebantergo Pabder syr S et gr D* 
29 71 248 Hust 26. 

xvi. 25. manifestabo 6 ¢ syr S (declarabo syr 
pesh); indicabo r copt; 
(gr amayyehw vel avay- 
yer). 

xx. 15. + autem (post illa) E fossat (¢ f) syr omn, 
sah copt aeth arab + gr 8 
solus [contra rell omn gr 
et latt]. 

xxi. 4. ad litus d 93 icf. 'syr. 

We are driven to the conclusion that the Holy 
Scriptures of the New Testament existed in Syriac 
translations at an early date; a date at least as 
early as that of the oldest Latin translations, and 
practically contemporary with the Greek originals. 
When the antiquity of Latin and Syriac Versions 
is fully recognized, the discussion concerning 
Aramaic originals of certain Books will become 
in some directions simplified, but in turn raise 
other nice questions. 

We now come to the few pages on the Syriac- 
Greek cursives, a handful only, and whose texts 
were certainly not popularly distributed; as 
Burkitt says of syr cu and 8S, “they are, so to 
speak, library volumes ... they were simply old- 
fashioned books to be left alone and forgotten”’ 
(p. 165). 

The passages cited are too few to be very 
interesting. S alone, however, finds support from 
others, which shows that when it varies from the 
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Curetonian on critical grounds, it was- not im- 
provising, or not alone. It only serves to bring 
the Syriac-Greek and Latin close together very 
early. 

See concerning 28 on p. 249. The closing 
paragraph on this passage (Mark viii. 10) reads: 
“As it is, we must recognize that even singular 
readings of the group of minuscules which we are 
considering, viz. 1 etc. 13 etc. 28 565 700, may 
be genuine relics of a Greek text akin to that 
from which the Old Syriac was translated.” + 

More likely they are derived from a Graeco- 
Syriac diglot. 

But how can we stop at 200? The so-called 





| But we cannot divorce the Greek from the Latin root. 

In going over the Book of Dimma recently (see Appendix IT.) 
we stumble across this: St. John xx. 15 — Iesus. No other 
Latins. On looking round, we find support forthcoming from 
syr 8 alone. 

Among the Greeks none but 28, which here substitutes éxewos. 

The omission then in Dimma in this important place is not 
an accident, but serves (with other things) to tie the Greeks, 
Syriacs and Latins up together irrevocably. 

As recorded by St. John alone, Mary Magdalene was standing 
disconsolate, wondering whither they had taken away her Lord, 
and so formulated her thoughts in words to the white-robed ones 
in the sepulchre. Turning around she is confronted by the Lord, 
but knows not who He is. Before she can speak, Jesus addresses 
her. ‘Jesus saith unto her, Woman, why weepest thou? whom 
seekest thou? She, supposing him to have been the gardener... 

It is in this precious verse that Dimma leaves out Jesus. It 
reads, “he saith unto her.” That 28 found a plain omission is 
almost certain from the addition of the strange éxeivos, for he 
could have continued, as often, A€yer aity, but instead of that 28 
says, ‘That (strange) one saith to her... . perhaps to em- 
phasize the Jesus saith in the next verse as Mary recognizes him. 
At any rate, the Sinaitic Syriac agrees with 28 here, and I 


cannot regard it as ‘an accident, in view of many other things in 
this connection. 
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African texts and Cyprian, current 200 to 250 a.p., 
not only bear every evidence of deep-rooted Syriac, 
but evidently go far back of this date of 200. 
We see this in the conjunction of ade, adk, where 
all barriers of ‘‘ East,”’ ‘‘ West,” and “ African”? 
are swept aside, and the base of all is revealed. 
The “ African” text cannot have been immediately 
derived from the syr cu and S recension, nor from 
the Diatessaron. True the e text shows remark- 
ably free inversion of order, as do the Syriac 
recensions cu and 8, which, however, so often 
disagree among themselves in renderings and 
readings that they remain, as Burkitt says, 
“library volumes.” These two Syriac recensions, 
then, differing from each other, but evidently as 
old as circa 200, are the loose product of a much 
older version, which had not yet been tampered 
with, and the elements of which survive among 
the Latins. 

Why then elevate syr cu and § to too great a 
height for critical purposes. Let us use them, 
but not give to them the weight of primary 
documents. They are evidently an evolution 
from better and straighter texts. 

The best results are to be obtained from work- 
ing backwards, and not by working forwards, 
If we work forwards, we are for ever trying to 
explain, or accepting something hkecause it is old, 
or seizing some straw of evidence which supports 
it. By working backwards we obtain the correct 


groupings. 
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V. 


BEFORE continuing this matter in the next 
chapter I would digress for a moment. 

I am grievously disappointed with Von Soden’s 
two bulky volumes on Cyprian. 

I may be very stupid, but I have failed to 
glean anything new from them, and I do not see 
in what direction his labours tend. 

He has examined many Cyprianic MSS., but he 
hardly ever gives us their readings, and the 
apparatus certainly fails to disclose any various 
readings of consequence, and is arranged in such 
a way as to preclude our sharing his examination 
with him intelligently. 

Criticism cannot advance by means of a fabri- 
cated text. The way to proceed is to remove 
plain and clear errors from the text which we 
have. 

But Von Soden foists on to St. Cyprian nearly 
the whole of the texts of e and £; now, however 
fine a base these MSS. may have (and I concede it 
freely), there is no more topsy turvy MS, than e, 
unless it be the Curetonian Syriac and the quota- 
tions handed out to us by Origen and Chrysostom. 
Thus it is unfair to Cyprian to make him 
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responsible for much of e¢’s curiously inverted 
clauses and licentious freedom. 

On the other hand poor e and k are sometimes 
made to give place to Cyprian on very insufficient 
grounds. So that we have nothing definite after 
all this labour. And Von Soden’s claim to have 
restored the text current in St. Cyprian’s time 
does not hold water, or rather holds a superfluity 
of it. 

A few examples will explain my meaning. 

Luke vi. 35. Von Soden has in his text inde 
sperantes, although e reads disperantes, while k 
and Cyprian are wanting. He imagines therefore 
St. Cyprian’s text, although all other Old Latin 
but two, viz. abd f f,* 1 qr aur read, with e, 
“‘ desperantes.”’ 

This, therefore, is a personal matter at this 
place, and not St. Cyprian at all. 

Tertullian’s testimony unfortunately is also 
wanting. In fact, for some curious reason, 
patristic testimony of any kind is almost entirely 
lacking at this place. 

Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13, Mark xiii. 13, all Greeks 
use taopewas; Coptic uses the same word also in 
all three places, translated by Horner “hold on” 
in the active sense of St. Jerome, who uses every- 
where perseveraverit, as does also Gwilliam in all. 
three places in rendering the Syriac. 

Von Soden edits: 

Matt. x. 22. sustinuerit, spaced as agreeing with 
Cyprian ; so 4, but e wanting. 
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Matt. xxiv. 13. toleraverit, spaced as agreeing with 
e; k wanting; but e has perse- 
veraverit with Jerome in all his 
quotations and many Latin 
MSS., although 6b ¢ ff, g aur 
here and some vulgates have 
permanserit; a has remanserit ; 
but TERTULLIAN with d sUsTI- 
NUERIT. 

Mark xiii. 13. sustinuerit, spaced as agreeing with 
k (as it does); e wanting. 

In the note on this place Von Soden refers to 
Matt. xxv. 14, no doubt meant for xxiv. 13. 

Thus & twice reads sustinuerit, and e once perse- 
veraverit, yet Von Soden slips in toleraverit at Matt. 
xxiv. 13, as being the text current in St. Cyprian’s day, 
which it certainly was not. 

As a matter of fact Cyprian also uses persevera- 
verit (once ?), sustinuerit six times, against toleraverit 
once (or at most twice in close propinquity). 
Hence sustinuerit is really Cyprian’s text current, 
as witnessed to by Tertullian. 

Again Matt. xix. 20. Von Soden omits from his 
text a juventute mea on the strength of Cyprian 
against e, which has it with ab ¢ f ff, hq 8, syr copt 
Ambr [il and all Greeks, except six MSS. (8 B L 
1 22 604). 

The omission is also supported by ff; 91,2 1 aur 
and Lren. 

The clause occurring in Mark and Luke may 
well be an addition in Matthew, but as regards 
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the text current in Cyprian’s day the majority of 
Latin MSS. are with e. 

Again, Luke xxii. 31, Von Soden places vexaret 
of Cypr. in his text, while ¢ reads ventilet; e¢ is 
Supported in this by f f,ilqr and Arnobius. 
To establish an ‘ African’ text we must take into 
consideration TERTULLIAN’S ‘cerneret’ with Hil. 
and d (and ad cernendum of c). How geographical 
divisions break down here! 

The point I would make is, not that Von Soden 
is not justified in interpreting what Cyprian 
wrote, but that he has mixed up his testimony 
by presenting it as he does as a running text 
made up from Cypr, e, and k, whereas, when they 
oppose each other, he falls back on what he 
thinks was the text current. 

The only proper way to present the Fathers’ 
occasional testimony is to edit as did Ronsch for 
Tertullian. Would it not be a better plan to 
present in parallel columns the “African” text of 
the Fathers, where extant, with ¢ and £ in a 
separate column, helped out by / and ff, in the 
small Jacunae, as indicated in the accompanying 
table ? 

Thus, beginning with Tertullian and Cyprian, 
who often piece each other out nicely, we might 
proceed with Auct. de prom., Auct. de Rebapt., or 
other smaller fragments, ending in a fifth column 
with Lucifer, who holds the balance between east 
and west, and placing in the last right-hand 
column the continuous printed text from the 
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MSS., the. blanks between the Fathers’ quota- 
tions indicating where all these fail us. 

I would emphasize this, because if we accept 
and use Von Soden’s work we shall end where 
the Vulgate ended. 

I mean that the scribes of Vulgate texts from 
400 to 800 (and later) when in doubt turned 
up St. Jerome’s scriptural quotations in his 
writings and incorporated into their texts read- 
ings obtained from the Saint, but which he had 
excluded from his finished Vulgate. 

I say that the same fate will befall us as 
respects Cyprian, and we will be taught to regard 

opus paemtentia (Luke xv. 7), 
or cubiculis (Matt. xxiv. 26), 
or pono eam (John x. 18), 
of Cyprian, as the m1" century text, as in Von 
Soden, whereas ¢ reads 
paenitentia necessaria 
promtuarus with Tichonius Arnobius (in 
Ezek.) 
and ponam eam. 

Again, Von Soden requests us to regard as the 
text current in St. Cyprian’s day the jidenter of ¢ 
in John xvi. 29. The passage is :— 

“dicunt discipuli ejus ecce nunc _fidenter 
loqueris et similitudinem nullam dicis.”’ 

Cyprian does not quote, but no Latins read 
anything but palam (in palam d), and every 
known version reads “plainly” or ‘‘openly”’ 


(Armenian alone has a substantive plainness, 
G 2 
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‘‘ thou speakest plainness,”’ or ‘‘ with plainness”’), 
and Greeks all ev wappyo.a or rappyo.w. Not a 
single one “faithfully ’’ with e. 

Why then assume Cyprian as an accomplice for 
the strained inaccuracy of ¢? Four verses further 
on (John xvi. 33) the tristitiam of e is displaced 
by Cyprian’s pressuram. 

On the other hand, Von Soden’s running African 
text treats us to jictio, Luke xii. 1 (Cyprian not 
extant), although the general word is hypocrisis, 
including d [a reads adfectatio,¢ and 6 simulatio, 
yet we would not follow them]. It so happens 
that Tertullian is extant here and reads plainly 
hypocrisis, the exact equivalent of the Greek 
vtoxpio.s. Surely jictio is only a fiction of the 
brain of e and Von Soden as applied to the 
African text of St. Cyprian’s day. 

Again John ili. 8 :— 

spiritus ubi vult spirat et vocem ejus audis 
et nescis (non scis e) unde veniat AUT 
quo vadat. 
We are taught by Von Soden that this is the 
‘current African text.” I deny it. 

e with many other Latins, all Greeks (but two: 
A 511), Syriac and Coptic read plainly rr. Ter- 
tullian fails us, but the Greek authority, with syr 
copt and jf, glr 6 and all Vulgates (but 2), stamp 
et and not aut as the text current in St. Cyprian’s 
day. Because St. Cyprian made a slip (with a bc 
J q), are we to follow suit and reconstruct the 
African text on such lines? Plainly no. For 
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#2 ! with their Coptic and Syriac base speak 
advisedly several centuries later for the con- 
tinuity of et. (d is wanting.) Optatus also is 
distinct ‘‘ e¢ quo eat.” 

How about John i. 26? Does Cyprian not 
write ignoratis here (with abr)? Von Soden is 
sient here, p. 507 note, and, discussing the 
word, p. 146, where he cites e for it, John iii. 10. 
Wordsworth deliberately quotes Cypr (from some 
of Hartel’s MSS.; not WLM B = non nostis), but 
Sabatier equally deliberately nescitis. Why does 
not Von Soden tell us distinctly ? 

In the same way the “text current in Africa 
in Cyprian’s time” is falsified on many occasions — 
by es blunders. For instance, John iv. 31, dis- 
cipuli gus: although read by e, is only found 
besides in the whole range of Latin authorities, 
itala and vulgata, in f and R, Dimma and cor. vat. 

Again, John vi. 64: the clause “qui essent 
credentes et” (with the numerous variations, 
“qui essent non credentes,” or ‘increduli,’”’ or 
‘non credituri,” etc.) is missing in Von Soden’s 
text, without any kind of note, although e is the 
only authority for the omission, besides the 
Curetonian and § Syriac. [F (the Latin Diates- 
saron) omits the whole verse. | 

All other Latins have it, and Greeks, Coptic 
and other Syriac versions as well as aeth arm arab. 
Hence this is not the text current in Cyprian’s 
day. And because Cyprian himself does not 
happen to quote here, we are to read with ¢, 
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contra mundum, because e shirked a various reading 
with the Curetonian. 

The curious thing is that ¢ and syr™ § do not 
read with c “qui essent non credentes et qui 
credituri in eum” (— et quis traditurus esset 
eum). For it would have been just like them! 

We are invited even to put up with the quomo 
dificiliter of e at Luke xviii. 24, because Cyprian 
does not quote and set e straight. Tischendorf 
in his notes disdains to mention the reading of e, 
and naturally, as Greek, Syriac and Coptic agree in 
quam difficile. There was just a shadow of excuse 
for ¢ here, as the Greek zws dvoKxodws calls for an 
adverbial form, and the Latin ending in ter may 
be intended as the equivalent of difficulter = dvo- 
kohws, but with guomodo it seems very rough. 
Actually e writes guomo and not quomodo. 

We digress further for a moment to lighten this 
rather heavy subject, encumbered by so many 
references. 

Starting with the assumption that we may 
never recover in toto the ipsissima verba of the N.T. 
writers, and that the present status of the text 
has been allowed by an Almighty Providence to 
be what it is for our profitable study, we approach 
the problems remaining merely to remove errors 
in the most important documents, some of which 
erroneous readings we have often been asked to 
consider genuine, first on one pep aee and then 
on another. 

Our authorities of the Iv century are very 
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important, but their importance has been magni- 
fied to the inclusion of much that is false. These 
errors, by patient investigation along lines often 
outlined, can be, in a larger measure than before, 
ascertained and consequently removed. 

Westcott and Hort got us away from the 
traditional text. Now their successors lead us 
away to fancies among lost Gospels. 

I cannot help the conviction that the Oxford 
school approach their own problems in a very 
irreverent manner, and they court difficulties 
where none exist. And even Burkitt, of Cam- 
bridge, at this late date, not only falls foul of the 
Fourth Gospel, but he does so in a way which 
“tends to poverty,’’ and shows a spirit overproud 
of modern critical methods. 

I do not belittle the discoveries and the re- 
searches of the past twenty-five years, but I 
think the active workers in this field have greatly 
exaggerated the value of the new matériel. 

After all, what Grenfell and Hunt have found 
at Oxyrynchus is comparatively unimportant for 
textual criticism of the N.T. Yet on the strength 
of these discoveries, we find running through the 
Oxford publication, ‘“‘The N.T. in the Apostolic 
Fathers’’ (for which Bartlet, Lake, Carlyle, Inge, 
Benecke and Drummond are responsible), a vein 
of suspicion that other ‘“‘Gospels” will turn up 
of greater value than our canonical ones, and, 
worse than that, ranking several pseudo-hagio- 
grapha in the same class as and of equal literary 
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and historical-value to the works incorporated 
in our N.T. This runs right through their 
publication :— 

“1 Tim. iii. 16 certainly affords the most 
striking N.T. parallel to the recurring phrase in 
Barnabas. But as it is itself probably quoting a 
current liturgical form, literary dependence can- | 
not be pressed either way”’ (p. 13); 

Apoc. xxi. 5: “That Barnabas at least cites an 
apocryphal source is made highly probable by the 
Didascalia . . .” (p. 16); 

Matt. vi. 5, 9-13: “In the sections touching 
prayer the writer (Didache) seems clearly familiar 
with a definite statement of Christ’s teaching, 
though hardly a written one’’ (p. 28) ; 

‘‘agrees more fully with Matthew than with 
any other single synoptic ... but cannot be 
said to prove its author’s knowledge of our 
Matthew . . .” (p. 33); 

“It seems impossible to decide whether the 
occurrence of the Matthaean and Lucan features, 
moa xapis (Luke vi. 32), ra e6vn (Matt. v. 47), be 
due to a blending of the two Gospels or to the 
knowledge of another Greek source nearer to the 
Aoyea ins 6?  (peabys 

1 Cor. xv. 23: “ There is here an exact corre- 
spondence of words, but the phrase in Clement arises 
quite naturally from the context and is of too 
obvious a character to demand explanation” 
(p. 44). [Yet the phrase is pregnant with idio- 
syncrasy of the writer to the Corinthians: éxagros 
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dé &vy TO idtw tTdypar.; Taypa occurs only there 
(Cor, xv. 23).] 

“‘Clement’s enumeration of St. Paul’s sufferings 
might at first sight seem to suggest this Epistle 
(2 Cor. xi. 23-27), but these would probably be 
known to Clement apart from the account in the 
Epistle .°. .” (p. 52); 

“It may, however, be suggested that Clement 
and 1 Peter [iv. 8, dyamn kahimre TARPS apapTiav, 
quoted verbatim by Clement] are both quoting 
from some unknown source, i.e. another Greek 
version of the passage in Proverbs or some 
Apocryphal writing . . .”’ (p. 57); 

Apoc. xxii. 12: “‘The passages in Clement and 
the Apocalypse seem to be made up of a com- 
bination of phrases from Isaiah and Proverbs. 
The combination is noticeable, but may perhaps 
be accounted for by the hypothesis that a may 
have been made in some earlier Apocalyptic work”’ 
(p. 58). 

[The trend is obvious: anything to prove that 
the Apostolic Fathers did not use our N.T. 
Scriptures. ] 

“The committee concludes that in the circum- 
stances it is impossible to say with any confidence 
what is the source of Clement’s quotations. It 
may be urged that they represent an inaccurate 
quotation of Matthew and Luke made from 
memory, but the recurrence in Polycarp of the 
phrase marked I., and in Polycarp, Didasc., and 
Macarius of that marked II., makes this less 
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probable. On the other hand, the fact that the 
series of phrases as it is found in Polycarp and 
the Didasc. is incomplete and not in the same * 
order as in Clem. Rom. seems to show that there 
is no one documentary source common to all 
these writers.” [This would mean three “ original 
sources’”’ then, which carries absurdity with it.] 
‘We incline to think that we have in Clem. 
Rom. a citation from some written or unwritten 
form of ‘Catechesis’ as to our Lord’s teaching, 
current in the Roman Church, perhaps a local 
form which may go back to a time before our 
Gospels existed” (p. 61) ; 

[When we reach Jgnatius, Inge is convinced 
that, although quoting from memory, Ignatius is 
really intending to quote our Scriptures, but 
although convinced Inge cannot rest without re- 
producing doubts of others]: ‘Von der Goltz 
considers the literary dependence doubtful ”’ 
(p. 69); ‘It is no doubt true that no other book 
in N.T. develops the idea of Christ as High 
Priest, and that Clement of Rome, who also uses 
it, e.g. 21” [indubitably, and many times] 
“shows knowledge of Hebrews; but the com- 
parison may well have been suggested to Ignatius 
Jrom other sources” (p. 75). 

‘The much closer parallels with Matthew than 
with Mark or Luke are a remarkable phenomenon, 
but one which frequently meets us in the earliest 
sub-apostolic literature” (p. 76). [Yet the world 
claims Mark as the Ur-basis.] 
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‘Ignatius was certainly acquainted with our 
Matthew or with a Gospel very closely akin to it... 
but the indications on the whole favour the 
hypothesis that he used our Greek Matthew in 
something like its present shape” (p. 79) ; 

[Benecke on Polycarp begins better; he says :] 
“In his undoubted quotations from N.T. we find 
that, while short collections of words are some- 
times repeated exactly, in longer passages the 
order is treated very freely, omissions occur for 
which no reason can be assigned, and the spirit 
rather than the actual words is sometimes repro- 
duced. The quotations have the appearance of 
having been made from memory, rarely if ever 
from a book”’ (p. 84); 

[Then he spoils a point, on Phil. i. 10, by 
separating his examples (8) and (42), saying of 
the first:] I. Cor. xv. 28—“ This parallelism is 
too weak to be classed. See also Philippians 
(42)? (p. 86). 

[He should have grouped I. Cor. xv. 28 and 
Phil. ii. 10 under one head, for Polycarp was 
undoubtedly combining both passages. | 

«This is almost certainly a quotation from 
I. Peter, but the possibility cannot be excluded 
that both Polycarp and J. Peter are quoting a 
proverb in the part common to them. Poly- 
carp’s method of continuing the quotation by 
additions of his own” [Benecke here again re- 
cognizes Polycarp’s method] “is worth notice” 


(p. 88) ; 
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“This passage is certainly influenced by Pauline 
metaphors. It suggests the reference to Romans, 
but not much stress can be laid upon this” (p. 90). 

[Yet he prints both Rom. xiii. 12 and II. Cor. 
vi. 7, and Polycarp was undoubtedly combining 
both]; 

“ But the possibility cannot be excluded that 
the words [Gal. vi. 7] may be a quotation in 
Galatians also, and that Polycarp may be depen- 
dent on the lost source”’ (p. 92) ; 

“The words in Colossians are nearer to those 
in Polycarp [than Eph. v. 5], but as the evidence 
is inadequate for Polycarp’s use of Colossians 
elsewhere, the passage in Eph. ought probably 
to be preferred here”’ (p. 93). 

{So when poor Polycarp draws once from Colos- 
sians it is to be ruled out because he does not 
quote again |; 

“The argument is certainly plausible, and if 
we knew that /Hermas had four and only four 
Gospels, the explanation of his imagery would 
be probable. But on the hypothesis that the Church 
had not yet definitely selected the Four Canonical 
Gospels, it may be that Hermas had other 
reasons ....” (p. 119, thus Drummond) ; 

[We forbear to quote largely from Bartlet, 
Carlyle and Benecke on Clement II., as the date 
and authorship of this Epistle are uncertain, but 
the same carping criticism continues. J. V. 
Bartlet, however, ends up with a signed state- 
ment following a reference to the Gospel accord- 
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ing to the Egyptians by saying:] “But it is 
quite likely that the Egyptian Gospel embodied 
much matter from earlier Gospels, including the 
Oxyrynchus ‘Sayings’ or Gospel (? cited by Clem. 
Alex. Strom. ii. 9. 45, as the local Gospel kar’ 
‘E®patiovs); in which case the Gospel according to 
the Egyptians may be the one source cited by 
2 Clem. throughout.” 

Now any one who has been at the pains to read 
the writings excluded from the Canon cannot fail 
to allow their inferiority, or that internal evidence 
shows forgery or late compilation. And as re- 
gards the unknown or undiscovered, their apparent 
conclusions rest on a false premiss. They think, 
because all the books now in the Canon are not 
quoted freely by the Apostolic Fathers, or when 
those that are referred to are quoted loosely or 
differently, that the said Fathers must be quoting 
from other works. 

Far greater is the probability that these early 
leaders in the church considered their own writings 
of equal value with those of their immediate 
predecessors, were so imbued with the spirit of 
Christianity that they did not commonly quote 
at that time ‘“‘as it is written,’’ except as con- 
cerning the O.T. books. 

This is clearly to be seen in the Roman 
Clement’s first epistle. They interwove and 
added. 

The so-called apocryphal writings, in connection 
with the Faith, seem nearly all to date from 200 
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onwards, and the new material modern scholars 
are so anxious to discover will probably all be 
found to be no earlier. 

I claim then that it is no advance to hanker 
after the fabrication of an uR-MATTHEW or an 
uR-Marcvus,f but a detriment to the solid founda- 
tions of our Canon, which will not help the 
problems of the textual criticism of the N.T. nor 
the application of the same. 

What I mean to convey is that there is no real 
trace of other Gospels (except the Gospel accord- 
ing to the Hebrews) antedating our present 
synoptic Gospels, and that m™ to 1v™ century 
papyrus fragments are in danger of being attri- 
buted, as to their origin, to an age too remote, 
instead of being connected with the later efforts 
to enlarge the N.T. history. 

As Gregory well says (‘“‘Canon and Text of 
N.T.,” in speaking of Justin Martyr): ‘“‘ He quotes 
the Old Testament in such a way that if it were 
the text of the Gospels many an investigator 
would be inclined to call it a quotation from an 
unknown Gospel.” 

This is just the kind of thing which seems to 
be misleading the Oxford school, and, in lectures, 
causing them to unsettle rather than settle their 
youthful hearers in the Word. 

Again, several 111"/1v" century Fathers (notably 
Chromatius a.p. 400, Lucifer a.p. 350), while 





} Forsooth Q! It already has a name, this child of our fancy. 
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quoting freely from other books, leave out Mark 
altogether. Athanasius only quotes Mark 5 
times, against more than 100 quotations within 
the same limits from Matthew, Luke and John. 
Does this invalidate Mark? Surely not, for long 
before their time we have abundant proofs of 
this Gospel. 

It is then nothing short of a crime for men in 
responsible Christian chairs to unsettle their 
hearers by looking persistently for lost Gospels, 
and neglecting to look for lost recensions of 
what we have as our Tetraevangelion among 
the abundant material with which we are 
surrounded. 

Now let us try and turn the tables on them. 
Suppose John vii. 53—viii. 11 had not appeared in 
our Greek MSS. An early quotation from the 
story would have caused our learned professors 
to jump to the conclusion that it once formed 
part of “an earlier lost Gospel,’ and to desire 
(if not to insist) that we admit the beautiful 
story as Scripture. But because it does figure 
in many Greek MSS., yet was apparently not 
in the primal text of St. John, they would 
exclude it. 

Yet Papias (about 100 a.p.) says the story was 
in the Gospel of the Hebrews. Hence, on logical 
grounds, our scholars should hold to it.tenaciously 
as the most precious relic of a “lost Gospel.” 
This time probably they would be right. 

Undoubtedly there was a Gospel according to 
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the Hebrews, although its complete disappearance 
is not an argument for its superiority over our 
Gospels. 

In speaking of the “primal” text of St. John 
above, it is quite possible that several editions of 
a Gospel, or of the Acts, would pass out to the 
world during the lifetime of the author, each one 
having some little changes. Perhaps enough 
attention has not been given to this. 


“The shorter text.” 

When we turn to the earliest records, it is not 
there that we find “the shorter text,’’ which is 
said to be the glory of 8 B. 

If we open St. Polycarp’s Epistle to the Philip- 
pians (A.D. 127) we find, in the second chapter, a 
quotation, prefaced by these words: pornpoved- 
cartes 6€ OY eitev 6 Kvptos, dudaaKer, and then 
comes, immediately following :— 

py Kpivete iva py KpLOnre 

adtere kal abeOnoerar vty 

eeetre iva eden Ore 

ev @ peTpw peTpHTE avrieTpnOnoerar byt. 

Now the second and third lines are nowhere in 
Scripture in this shortened form. The rest of the 
quotation (separated by these two lines) is from 
the parallel passages of Matt. vii. 1, Mark iv. 24, 
Luke vi. 37. 

And, as far as the textual critic is concerned; 
he may busy himself (with very little profit) over 
the question as to which Gospel St. Polycarp was 
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quoting, and whether perpyOjcerar or davtiperpn- 
Oyoera be correct. 

But what of the larger question ? 

I cannot conceive it possible, if Dr. Hort had 
found those truly beautiful and terse aphorisms 
in 8 or in B, that he would not have made an 
exception and said: ‘Here is the neutral text in 
all its purity. Pre-Syrian to the backbone. Did 
not the noble Polycarp quote this passage thus 
exactly ?”’ 

On the other hand, if found, say, in a few later 
uncials and several hundred cursives and Latin, 
he would have waived this testimony aside, and 
said “It is not in & or B; therefore it is either 
(1) Western, or (2) Syrian, or (3) Alexandrian ; at 
any rate a late addition and gloss.” Confronted 
with the corroborative testimony in Polycarp’s 
Epistle, he would have replied that other Fathers 
did not quote it at all, or that the text of Poly- 
carp had been intermeddled with. 

In Hort’s too meagre “notes” he refers to 
none of the passages covering this quotation. 

We ourselves are much too brief in the outline 
of the all-important matters touched on here, and 
to follow. We hope we are not altogether too brief 
at the expense of clarity. The subject is so large 
that we cannot deal with it as we would here. 

So, curiously enough, in Clement of Rome, Ist 
Ep. to the Corinthians, we read, with a similar 
preface :— 
nee pdhiota pepvnpévor TOV Adywv Tod Kupiov 

H 
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"Inaod ods é\ddnoe SiddoKwv émeikeray Kal paKpo- 
Oupiav’ ovtws yap elmer: 

"Edecire iva éhenOyre 

’Adiere tva adeOy viv 

‘As Tovetre oVTH ToNOnoeTaL Vp 

‘As Sidore ovTws SoPHceTaL YW 

‘As xpivere ovtws KpiOjoerar bw 

‘Ns xpnoteverbe ovtws ypnotevOnoetar vw 

“Qu méetpw petpetre ev adT@ petpnOyjoerar viv * 
TavTn TH €vTO\H Kat ToOlS TapayyéApac. ToOvTOLS 
oTnprEwpev Eavtods mpos TO TopeverOar .... 

The MS. discovered by Bryennios in 1875 does 
not modify the text as we had it previously. 

Here then we see a still ampler text (circa 
95 A.D.) preceding Polycarp’s account of what 
‘‘the Lord said,’’ and he was writing only some 
thirty years later, and yet does not agree in the 
number of “ \oyia’”’ by any means. 

We quote Clement from Jacobson’s edition 
(Oxford, 1863), but have arranged it in sentences. 
It will be noticed that they gradually increase in 
length, which would seem to be more or less a 
personal arrangement of Clement. 

It seems to me utterly impossible that these 
two witnesses, so close together, were quoting 
“from some written or unwritten form of cate- 
chesis as to our Lord’s teaching current in the 
Roman Church” (A. J. Carlyle, “The N.T. in the 
Apostolic Fathers,” p. 61, Oxford, 1905), but 
rather that they took terrific liberties with the 
written word, elaborating, and interweaving the 
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spirit of our Lord’s teaching from what they had 
assimilated from the Tetraevangelion, which must 
surely have been already in their hands. One 
can hardly gather anything else from Carlyle’s 
grouping of the N.T. sources of the above abbre- 
viated quotation of Clement. 

Again, Gallandius long ago brought together in 
the Preface to his first volume the parallels, besides 
the above, indulged in by Clement to the Corin- 
thians and Polycarp to the Ephesians, judging 
that Polycarp used Clement’s Epistle in moulding 
his own. This view seems to have been aban- 
doned, but whether so or not, the differences are 
striking. If Polycarp, however, was well acquain- 
ted with the Ep. of Clement, the matter illustrates 
in an absolute manner that these early writers 
did not profess to quote N.T. Scripture properly 
or faithfully, judging that the things which were 
necessary for their readers were the maxims of 
Christianity (in their own words), and that “the 
letter’? mattered not. 

Here are the passages. We reproduce them, as it 
is not done in Carlyle’s essay on Clement :— 


Polycarp, beginning 
Clement. with an utterly different 
introduction, continues: 


Cap. I. véous re peérpra Cap. IV. Kai dvddEwpev 
Kal oEpva voeiv emeTpemeTe EavTovs MPOTov mropever Oar 
yuvartiv Te ev dpopm Kat é€v 7H €vTohn TOV Kupiov" 
CEU Kal yyy ovveldOyoe. ETETA Kal Tas ‘yuvatKas 

Hw 2 
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, 5 Lad , 
TavTa emuTehew Tmapynyyer- 
Mere, oTepyovaas KalyKdv- 

n ~ 

Tws TOVS avopas EavTav, EV 
n , A € A 

TE TO KavOVL THS UVTOTAY)S 
Umapyovoas, Ta KaTa TOV 
olkov oeEeuvas olKkoupyew 
eOlodaKeETE, AVY Gwppov- 


ovoas. 
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A , 9 A 
bpov ev TH Sobetayn avtats 
, 43 4, Nye , 
TigTEL Kal ayaTy Kal ZYVEL, 

‘ aA »” 
OTEPyoVTas TOUS EAUTOV av- 
> , > , 7 
Spas év maon adyfeia Kat 

> UA , 3 ¥ 

dyataoas mwavtas €€ tcov 
> hg > - . ‘ 
év Tao eyKpaTeia, Kal TA 

, ta ‘ 8 , 
TEKVG TALOEVEW THY TALOELAY 
lal La lal ‘ 
tov pdBov Tov Meov* Tas 
~ \ 
Xnpas owdpovovaas TeEpt 


X\ lal , 4 
TYV TOU Kuptov TLOTLW «22 


Much might be said concerning the above; we 
ask careful attention to the wording. 


Clement. 
Cap. VII. 


\ . , 
TOLEV TAS KEVAS KAL LATALAS 


, 
Ato azro\et- 


dpovridas Kat eMMaper émt 
TOV EvKAEN Kal DEUVOY THS 
ayias KAWTEWS YWOV Kavova. 


A 3 
Bréropne Ti Kaddv Kat Tt 


\ 
TepTvov Kal mpoodeKTov 
EVOTLOY TOV TolnoavTos 
€ lal > [os > x 
npas. ATEeviowpev Els TO 


@ lo la) \ » 
aipa Tov Xpiotod Kal idw- 
c + la lal A 
PEV WS EOTLY TYLLOY TH Dew 
@ > lal Y \ ‘ 
aiwa avTov, ote dia THY 
¢ 4 , > \ 
NMETEpay OwTynplay éexyvlev 
‘\ A ? fg 
TAVTL TW KOTLM PETAVOLAS 


, e /, 
Xap UTTYVEY KEV. 


Polycarp. 

Cap. VII. 
TOVTES THY paTaLoTnTA TOV 
mTo\N@v Kal Tas Wevdod.d- 


ackadias emt Tov e€ apxys 


. 
Awd aoe 


c A , 4 > 
Hew trapadolévra hdyov ém- 
, , X 
oTpepwpey vydovtes pds 
\ 
TAS EVYAS Kal TpPOTKapTEp- 
ovvTes vyoteias’ Senoeow 
aitovpevoe TOV TavTEeTOTTNV 
~ \ > a e a 
Ocov py eloeveyKetv Nas 
> > 
els Telpacpov Kalas elrev 
c + it 2 x A A 
o Kupios: TO pev mvevpa 
ampolvpov 9 Se oadp& 


aobevys. 


Above again the same freedom of treatment 
of the letter to convey the spirit; but quite 
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different treatment by each author, both leaving 
the letter, and each presenting N.T. Scripture 
and maxims in his own way and language. 


Clement. 


Cap. IX. Awd tzaxov- 
Tope TH meyadotpeTeEl Kal 
evdd&w Bovryjoe: avTovd Kat 
e vA , “A > , 
LKeTaL yevopevotn TOU édé€ous 
Kal THS XpHOTOTHTOS avTOU 
TpooTecapev Kat eTLaTpEerp- 

\ 
QE ETL TOUS OLKTLPLOUS 
avToU amoNuTOVTES THY pa- 
¥ 
TaoToviay THY TE Epw Kal 
» 
70 eis Oavatov ayov Lydos. 
> id > ‘\ , 
Ateviowper eis TOUS TEhElws 
NetToupyyoavTas TH peya- 
tal / 3 A 4 
Aompemet O6€y adtov. Ad- 


Bopev “Evaxy os......4. 


Polycarp. 
Cap. II. 


pevoe tas dadvas Sovdev- 


Ss s 
Aw avalwoa- 


“A A > , \ 
cate TO Oem &v ddBw Kal 
adn beia amo\uTovTes THY 
KEV paTavodoytav Kat THV 

~ nw 4 é 
Tov ToOAAWY TAGYYV, TLOTEV= 
gavrTes els Tov éyeipavTa 

ai , e nw > wn 
Tov Kupioy ynuav “Inoovv 
Xpiotov €K veKpov Kat 
ddvta ait@ Sdé€av Kal Opdv- 
3 la b lal @ e 
ov €k SeLiav avTov @ w7e- 
Tayn Ta TavTa éroupdavia 
al lal 
Kal emiyea @ Taca vO} 
hatpever Os EpxeTat KpiTys 
CavtTwvy Kal veKpov o8 TO 

@ > , e N > A 
aiwa exlntyoer 6 Ocds amo 
tov anelovvtav ait@. 6 
d€ éeyeipas avTov éx VEKP@V 
Kal Nas eyepet €aY TOLD|LEV 

bY an \ , A 
avTov 70 Péhynpa Kat Topev- 
72 > Lal > wn . La 
pela ev Tals EvTOAALS AVTOU 

~ a 
Kal ayaTaowev a. nydrnoev 
. Vd 
ameXopmevo, Taans ad.iKias 

, id 
mreovetias piiapyuptias Ka- 
Tahadias  wWevdopaptupias 

A °’ 4 ‘\ ° A 
BY AMOOLOOVTES KAKOVY aVTt 


luz 
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Kako % oLdoptay dvTt dow 
Sopias } ypovOov arti ypdv- 
Gov 7) KaTdpav avtt KaTapas. 

Continuing, he quotes 
Matt. vii. 1/2, (Luke vi. 
37), and then follows a 
quotation from Matt. vii. 
2, Mark iv. 24, Luke vi. 
38, and one from Matt. 
v. 3, 10 combined; so that 
h ypovOov avtt ypdovOov is 
Polycarp himself, not 
from a lost Gospel. 


It may be noticed in the above, among many 
other things, that Polycarp uses paratoloytav 
(which is Scriptural, Zit. i. 10, 1 Tim. i. 6), while 
Clement speaks of patatoroviav, which does not 
occur in the N.T., although paras is frequent 
(six times) and pataiorns (three times). 

Note that in Polycarp (Latin) quotation from 
1 Pet. ii. 12, caxoroidy is rendered irreprehensibilem. 


Clement. 

Cap. XXI. "ldwpev mas 
5 , > \ y > \ 
eyyvs €otw Kal oT. ovder 
eAnVev avitov Tav evvoidv 
€ lal C x lal lal 
Heav ovd€ THY Siahoyio pov 
@v trovovpeba. Aixasov odv 
EoTW py NevToTaKTEly Has 
3 ‘\ lal ie b) lal 
Gro Tov Dedyjpatos avTov... 


Polycarp. 
Cap. IV. 


4 3 \ , 
gas ott cial Ovovworypia 


2. YLYOOKOU- 


(al. @vovacrrpiov) cod Kat 
OTL TAVTA MOV OKOTETAL 
Kat édynfev adtov ovder 
ovTe hoytopav ovTE evvolmv 
ovTé TL TOY KpUTTOY THS 
Kapolas. 
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I submit that this process is merely an amplifi- 
cation of Scripture on the part of each, where 
each teacher was quite careless of quoting for 
reference. The interweaving of Epistle and 
Gospel phraseology with their own is complete. 

The plain fact of the matter is that it is impos- 
sible that our Gospels could have been composed 
after Clement’s time, and inconceivable that he 
should not have known the Epistles. Who was 
there after Clement who could weave the Gospel 
story? His own writings give no indication of 
the master hands which wrote Gospels and 
Epistles, and it is only here and there that he 
rises above the merest commonplaces, besides 
giving us for gospel the extravagant phoenix 
story of Herodotus. 

As to lost sources to which Clement and Poly- 
carp are supposed to have had access, it is an 
insult to the men of Antioch and elsewhere of the 
11" century to suppose that they would not also 
have conformed to some of the Apostolic Fathers’ 
quotations if the amplification of Scripture by 
these had been based on authoritative documents. 

No. The evident solution of the mystery is an 
authoritative but personal way of dealing with 
Scripture by these early Fathers, which was not 
only confusing but licentious, although the fraud 
is perpetrated in all innocence. Human pride, 
however, lies behind it. 

And, moreover, Clement’s treatment of ‘Be 
merciful,” etc., by amplification of aphorisms, and 
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the same by. Polycarp, Ignatius and others, 
proves that the Aoyia are an outcome and reduction 
to shortened terms of the longer “ teaching”’ of our 
Lord in our Gospels. The Aoyia, therefore, do 
not precede but come after our Gospels. 

If we could only see this, all would be plain. 

But is it not a fact that to understand the 
maxims of Polycarp and Clement, we must admit 
this ? 

They boiled down Scripture to terse terms; 
this we can see when they quote sayings of our 
Lord, to which they add. How do they add? 
They take other and ampler sayings and reduce 
them, adding these where they do not belong (in 
the usual Gospel order), because they were utterly 
careless of order when a doctrine or principle 
was to be enforced, and wove in and out at 
pleasure. 

One has only to consult the matter brought 
together by fesch in his “Dre Loaia JEsv” 
(Leipzig, 1898) to see the inferiority of nearly all 
the quotations from outside of the New Testament. 

[He prints in parallel columns a (classical) 
Hebrew text, the application of which to the 
matter in hand I do not fathom exactly. | 

Take a passage at random, Jesus als Messias, 
p- 6, section C 23, 24: emvyvods ta Stavojjpata aitov 
€Boa kal elev pds avrovs’ Tl pe ohodpas arevilete ; 
Tiva me UVmovoeite civar; ovK €ipl eya 6 Xpuorés, 
aha . . then follows Scripture fav) Bodytos ép 
7] EPNMY, K.T.D. 
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Now this extraneous ri pe ohoSpGs drevilere; 
Tiva me UTovoetre etvar; certainly has not the 
savour of the Gospel diction. It reminds one of 
the stupid and coarse “because it was built well ” 
of one or two MSS. for “ because it was founded 
on the rock.” 

And so it is whichever way one turns in this 
volume of 300 pages. 

Look at Logia dogmatischen Inhalts, p. 150, 160, 
163. Surely this is not a real Logion: “6éder 6 

TAaTHP O OVPAaVLOS THY pmETaVOLAaY TOD 
apaptwrov H (vel Kal ov) THY KddacLY 
avtTov’’® 
nor this: “idpwodtw  élenpootyyn cov eis 
TAS XELPaS TOV MExpts av yva@s Tivt Sas’: 
nor this: “kai 7d év T@ odpave oprvverv ovdéev 
etvar pate’ éeav O€ Tis bday €v TO Emdvw 
aUTOV, TOUTO SEdLKalwTaL”’® | 
yet this kind of stuff is offered to us in all serious- 
ness for our consumption, and interlarded between 
genuine Scripture in order to show us what we 
have lost in the lost Gospels and lost Logia. It 
carries its own condemnation with it. 

(We would notify an error on page 49, note. 
The reading of d is erroneously given by Resch.) 

Further, the édeate kat éhenOyoeobe reproduced 
by Resch at page 25 of his “Der Bergprediger”’ 
would not be likely to disappear from Scripture 
if these actual words had been used by our Lord. 

Before closing, it will be profitable for us to 
reconsider the Clementine chapter xlix. on Love, 
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where the interweaving of James, Peter and 1 Cor. 
xiii. with Clement’s own language is complete: 

“Let him who has love in Christ keep the 
commandments of Christ. Who can describe the 
bond of the love of God? What man is able to 
tell the excellence of its beauty, as it ought to be 
told? The height to which love exalts is un- 
speakable. Love unites us to God. Love covers a 
multitude of sins.t Love beareth all things, is long- 
suffering in all things.t There is nothing base, 
nothing arrogant in love. Love admits of no 
schisms; love gives rise to no seditions; love 
does all things in harmony. 

** By love have all the elect of God been made 
perfect ; without love nothing is well-pleasing to 
God. In love has the Lord taken us to Himself, 
On account of the love He bore us, Jesus Christ 
our Lord gave His blood for us by the will of 
God; His flesh for our flesh, and His soul for our 
souls.”’ 

He continues in chapter 1. : 

“Ye see, beloved, how great and wonderful a 
thing is love, and that there is no declaring its 
perfection. Who is fit to be found in it, except 
such as God has vouchsafed to render so. Let us 
pray (or we pray), therefore, and implore of His 
mercy, that we may live (or may be found) 
blametess in love, free from human partialities 





+ 1 Pet. iv. 8 (of. James v. 20), 
t 1 Cor, xiii. 
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for one above another. All the generations from 
Adam even unto this day have passed away ; 
but those who, through the grace of God, have 
been made perfect in loves now possess a place 
among the godly, and shall be made manifest 
at the revelation (i.e. visitation) of the kingdom 
Of Mristt 2275 tr, ¥ 

A good example is forthcoming still later in 
Justin Martyr (Trypho) where, prefixing his quota- 
tion with the words: dep pds aitods éfn 6 
npétTEpos KUpLos “Incovs Xpiords, he condenses the 
quotation from Matthew xxiii. 23, 24, 27, thus: 
“radou Kexoviapevor e€wlev dawdpevor apator Kat 
cooler yeuovtes daTéwv vexpdv' 7d ydvoopov aro- 
Sexarotvres tHv O€ Kdpyndov Katamivortes, Tuddol 
odnyot.”” 

This could not be a quotation from a lost Gospel 
from the style and character of the inversions, 
but only arrived at by Justin from a mental 
attitude of boiling down verses 23/27 in St. Matt. 
xxiii, as the matter appealed to him in his 
context. 

Nor is it a quotation from Mark vii. or Luke xi. 

The full text in Matt. is as follows :— 

Ovat tpiv ypapparets Kal papioaion vaoxpirat ore 
dmodeKaTouTe TO HOVoopMoV Kal Td avynfov Kai Td 


, ‘\ > , ‘\ - A“ / Si 
KUpwov Kat adyKare Ta PapvTEepa TOV VvosLov THY 





t+ Compare Col. iv. and iv. 12/13 with what leads up to these 
verses ; in other words, Clement’s mental attitude is one of come 
parison between 1 Cor. xiii. and Col. iv. in his own way. 


‘ 
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Kpiow Kat Tov édeov kal THY wiotw TadtTa eet 
Tonga. KaKelva py apievar. odynyot Tuddot (ot) 
Swhilovres Tov KoévwoTra THY dé Kdpnov KaTaTivorTes. 
Ovat tpiv ypapparets Kai gdapioator varoKpurat ore 
kabapilere To CEwlev Tov moTypiov Kat THs mapowidos 
exwler Sé yeuovow e€ apmayns Kal axpacias. Papi- 
cate Tupré Kabdpicov TpaTov TO €vTds TOV ToTHpiov Kat 
THS Tapowpidos wa yévytar Kal TO €xTds avrav (vel 
avtod) kafapdv. Oval vuirypapparets Kal Papioaior 
vmokpitat OT. mapopodlere (al. dpoudlere) tadois 
Kexoviapevous oltiwves e€wbev pev daivovtar wpator 
exolev dé yeuovow dotéwv vexpov Kal maons 
axabapotas. 

The process is perfectly clear, avoiding redupli- 
cation, suiting the order to his mental attitude at 
the time, and ending with rvddoi ddnyor! And 
yet he did not scruple to introduce his shortened 
Adyva :—atrep ee. avtovs efn oO méTEpos KUpLOS 
‘Inaovs Xpiords.”’ 

Now the dangerous character of modern adits 
ing is proved by the manner in which it has paved 
the way for a pantheistic go-as-you-please treat- 
ment of these most sacred matters, as can be 
seen in many works which now issue from the 
press. Take a recent and rather pretentious 
one: “ Buddhist and Christian Gospels now first 
compared,” ete., by Albert J. Edmunds, M.A., two 
vols., Phila. 1908 (and London, Paris, Leipzig). 

Needless to say the Christian Gospels do not 
lose by comparison. In fact the Buddhist 
“Gospel” extracts read fearfully and wholly “ of 
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the earth earthy.’ But the author, while (p. 228 
vol. I.) saying that “As a Christian believer (tho 
attacht to no sect or Church whatever) I personally 
maintain that the post-resurrection missionary charge 
ws no mere fiction introduced to imitate Buddhism,” 
falls foul of St. Luke (p. 226, vol. I.) thus: 

“It is Luke alone who invents the mission of the 
Seventy.... That Luke invented the story of the 
Seventy is betrayed by himself, for, in xxii. 35 he 
agrees with the Petrine and Matthean tradition... .” 

Again, p. 228: 

** Unfortunately the account of the great appearance 
to Peter has been lost, IF NOT SUPPREST BY THE 
CuurcH. Jt probably contained the charge to Peter 
(misplaced in Matt. xvi.) and some matter relating to 
the descent into Hades mentioned in Peter’s epistle.” 

Nothing can well be imagined more sacred than 
a special appearance to St. Peter (apart from the 
appearance recorded in St. John xxi.) nor less 
necessary to be recorded, and there is nothing to 
show that St. Peter ever gave his followers any 
account of such a frightfully sad interview for 
him, and still less that the Church ever “sup- 
pressed ” such an account. 

The above two extracts fairly show the spirit 
of modern criticism. It stops at nothing. 

Where is it leading us ? 

Apparently no lessons are to be learned from 
the instructive heresies of the first and second 
centuries by our contemporaries. A harmony of 
the world’s religious movements is about as 
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dangerous a gospel as can be gathered, when the 
great Central Figure of the Christian Gospels is 
treated as a mere teacher and his Godhead and 
Divine message quietly ignored in their full 
significance. 

These half-measures must fail, but the woe 
that the preaching of them works incidentally - 
must be colossal. 

Mr. Edmunds is apparently blissfully ignorant, 
when he writes himself down ‘as a Christian 
believer though attached to no sect or Church 
whatever,’ that he is in Marcion’s class, and is 
returning to the vain gods of the second century, 
without the shadow of an excuse, and that a 
‘Christian believer’ who does not believe in the 
Godhead of Christ is not a Christian believer 
at all. 

But modern methods have paved the way, as I 
say, for unreasonable curiosity and unreasonable 
doubts as to the sacred and true character of the 
Canon. 

It seems a small thing, but Prof. Edmunds 
says incidentally (vol. IT., p. 166) of the Revised 
Version: “‘The Revised Version of 1881, which I 
always use’? ! 

Saner far is Canon Westcott’s language of forty 
years ago, just as true to-day as ever. He 
wrote :— 

“The short epistle of Polycarp contains far 
more references to the writings of the New Testa- 
ment than any other work of the first age; and 
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still, with one exception, all the phrases which he 
borrows are inwoven into the texture of his letter 
without any sign of quotation. In other cases it 
is possible to assign verbal coincidences to acci- 
dent; but Polycarp’s use of scriptural language 
is so frequent that it is wholly unreasonable to 
doubt that he was acquainted with the chief parts 
of our Canon; and the mode in which this 
familiarity is shewn serves to justify the con- 
clusion that the scriptural language of other books 
in which it occurs more scantily implies a similar 


knowledge of the Apostolic writings.” 
* * * * % 


“He (Justin Martyr) quotes frequently from 
memory; he interweaves the words which we 
find at present separately given by St. Matthew, 
St. Mark, and St. Luke; he condenses, combines, 
transposes the language of our Lord as they have 
recorded it; he makes use of phrases character- 
istic of different Gospels; yet, with very few 
exceptions, he preserves through all these changes 
the marked peculiarities of the New Testament 
phraseology without the admixture of any foreign 
element.”—Westootr (“Survey of the Canon,” 
1870, pp. 35, 96). 

Although fully aware that we are traversing 
well worn ground, it seems to us useful to empha- 
size sound traditions and bring these matters into 
strong relief. 

We offer no apology therefore for reprinting all 
these extracts. 
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“With regard to the Irish texts I do not think he (Dom 
Chapman on the early history of the Vulgate Gospels) has 
said the last word. He has tried to keep the question of the 
Trish text of the Vulgate distinct from the question of the 
Jrish Old Latin texts of 7 and 7, but the two questions 
seem to me to hang together. Closely connected is the 
question of the origin of Codex Claromontanus of the 
Gospels (2). Dom Chapman seems to have neglected both 
handr.... When and whence did the Old Latin Text, 
now represented by r and partly by 72 and the Book of 
Mulling (u) come to Ireland? How is it that the texts are 
not attested by S. Patrick, while they are attested by 
Secundinus, Patrick’s nephew? But it is easier to ask these 


7 


questions than to answer them . 


Burxirr (in Journal of Theol. Studies, vol. x., 1909). 
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REFERRING to the quotation opposite, the question 
is rather whether the jirst word has been spoken 
at all on this subject. I am not aware of any- 
thing in Secundinus’ hymn (if that be referred to) 
which bears directly on the matter. 

There is one Old Latin MS. (our latest in point 
of date), 7., which has been strangely neglected, 
although Dr. Abbott collated it with the Codex 
Amiatinus, and published the collation in 1884 in 
an appendix to his edition of r. 

Scrivener, third edition, does not mention it. 
Gregory (Prol. to Tisch., p. 963) does not mention 
it; he merely says that r is edited by Abbott 
“cum tabula e codice Usseriano altero.” Berger 
( Vulgata, pp. 30/34) does not mention it; Words- 
worth makes such trifling use of it that he has 
obscured rather than opened up the matter. 

Kenyon (Handbook to Text. Criticism, 1901) 
says :— 

‘ix. cent. Contains the Gospels, but only 
Matthew is Old Latin, the rest being Vulgate. 
Collated by Abbott in his edition of 7.” 

In Scrivener-Miller (fourth edition of Dr. 

I 
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Scrivener’s handbook) the description runs as 
follows :— 

“ix. or x. Contains the four Gospels, St. 
Matthew in the Old Latin, and in a text allied 
to r; St. Mark, the early part of Luke, and the 
small portion of St. John present a text very 
near the Vulgate.” 

Scrivener, Gregory, Tischendorf and Berger, 
therefore, neglected it utterly; and Kenyon and 
Miller give about as poor and misleading accounts 
as is possible in such a short compass. Nor does 
Chase use it in his ‘“‘Syro-Latin Text of the 
Gospels, 1895.” 

J am not aware that anyone has published any 
review of 7, since Abbott’s collation of 1884, 
except that Professor Lawlor in his Chapters on 
the Book of Mulling, published in 1897, has an 
Appendix giving the text from 7, of 8. Matt. xvi. 
13 onwards to xxvii. 58, where it ends in this 
Gospel (wanting in between these limits, xviii. 
3dl—xix. 27, xxvi. 18-45), concerning which he 
says: “J have already given reasons (p. 67) for my 
belief that the latter portion of St. Matthew, printed in 
this appendix, is the only fragment of genuine Old 
Latin text which the manuscript preserves.” 

These reasons are quite insufficient to account 
for such a belief. 

I propose therefore, after all these years, to 
unveil this neglected monument of antiquity, and 
to introduce both its readings and its base to 
your notice at some length. 
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For r, is none other than our old friend &, 
slightly disguised, but not so very much, and is 
available in the whole of St. Luke, where & fails 
us, and in a few chapters of St. John. 

Further than this, without #’s relations to r 
and 7,, and without understanding the relations 
of r to r,, and of DLQR to 7, we cannot grasp 
the history of British transmission. 

I have said for instance that Wordsworth has 
obscured rather than helped the problem by 
making only the most sparing use of 7, Let 
me explain; for he has utterly failed to see the 
keys here. 

He quotes R for a unique reading, but we find 
it supported by 7, alone; he does this for D; he 
does it for Q; he does it for L; and he does the 
same for E and W; yet in such cases I have 
found r, is responsible. Now this is very im- 
portant. In the case of E (which we now see by 
this roundabout proof was executed in Britain) 
r, itself is no doubt responsible, and we have the 
satisfaction of knowing at least two of the texts 
upon which E is based, namely -P and 7,. This 
is all-important, as we now know the provenance 
of the mixed text of E. Both ®P and (P™” seem 
also to have used 7,. In the case of DL QR it is 
probable that the parent of r, is responsible—it is 
quite certain the text of r, was used—and therefore 
there is still a chance that this survives some- 
where (see Appendix III. as to » and H, and 7,). 

I do not adduce the full proof of this, because 
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it is so apparent as to be unnecessary and cannot 
be mistaken. Therefore in the combinations E7r,, 
Wr, Lr, Drs» Qr, Rr, or DQr,, DQR”, but 
one MS. should be counted. 

When the scribes of these MSS. were using the 
r, text, they took it undoubtedly for a Vulgate 
text. Thus, unconsciously, they have absorbed a 
certain number of Old Latin and Syriac readings, 
which do not belong to them but to the parent 
of 7. 

We may note in passing, however— 

Lr, Mark x. 23/24, long omission from ho- 
moioteleuton; not a 
coincidence : 

for,,at ,, xi. 26 omittheverse(withhk g, /), 

and,, ,, ,, xiv. 33 they have cedere for 


tedere, 
99°99 «9999 xiv. By they have potuistis, 
99 99 9989 xiv. 38 99 99 prumtus est (see 


prumtus, Matt. xxvi. 
41 Land Mulling), 
followed immediately by a conflate in L of 
“vero autem,’ showing that L was using two 
texts. 
So L gives us at Mark vii. 18 another conflation, 
“ coincinare commonicare,’ from the coincinare of 7». 
Note also— 
Mark xvi. 11 wivus for visus. 
Luke ii, 11 + quae dicitur Bethlem 
(post David). 
Matt. xxvi.4 — occiderent; ete. 
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As regards Er, note: 
Luke xix. 47 —cotidie docens; xxi. 24, con- 
calcabitur (see also r) ; 
Mark v. 4 dominare; vi. 15, — vero; 
Matt.xxi. 1 —cum; xvii. 25, utique 
(pro etiam); xvi. 13, 
homines dicunt ; 
also Matt. xiii. 13, 14, 52, etc., xxiii. 34 — ex eis, 
xxi. 39 — et occiderunt, also xxii. 35, 38, 39, xxiii. 
34, xxiv. 23, xxvi. 70 + neque intellego. 


As regards WP 7, note: 
Mark iii. 21 conversus; xi. 8, cederunt; 
» Xiv. 24 vobis (pro multis), xiv. 46 
— tenuerunt eum, 
Pr, Matt. xxiii. 19 — caeci. 
As regards D r, note: 
Luke xxi. 15 potuerint; 
Mark ix. 38/39 poswit (pro possit) ; 
ine ee. e 20 me (pro mea) ; 
» x. 43/44 omission (with 7). 
So D conflates (Mark xiv. 24) multis vobis from 
vobis of 7, (see just above). 


As regards Q7; note: 
Mark ix. 33. disputiaviarunt ; 
» vi. 52 antellexiarunt ; 
3 . Nileal Mmondata. 
» xvi. 14 credidiarunt. 
Luke xxii. 71 -+ blasfemiam (jin.). 


As regards R 7, note: 
Luke i.78 mesericordia; 
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Mark ix. 46/47, caecum for luscum ; 
Bete le, 2 24 confitentes ; 
, xiv. 50 transposing omnes (with 
k and syr), 
and much in 8. Matthew. 
DQ?7, Luke xxi. 35 orbis terrae (pro omnis 
terrae) = sy. 
DEr, ,, xxii. 26 + jiat (also 7). 
DR», John viii. 12 + vitae aeternae. 

Note also DE LQ R together at Matt. xxvii. 58 
with dari as also fcohr 7, 8 » gat SYR, instead of 
reddi of the rest and abcd etc. ; daodoPnvat of all 
Greeks ; (Juvencus turns it with cedere). 

See also E X* f/ alone with 7, at Mark v. 19. 
How did X get mixed up in this? There are 
other evidences of X being in sympathy with 
r,; so Canterbury was not so far from Ireland 
after all. (See Matt. xxvi. 16, X* 7., quaerebant 
for quaerebat, they were seeking to betray, instead 
of Judas! 

O also, the other Canterbury codex, comes in 
as well :— 

Mark xi. 27 ‘PO and». 
» Xi. 1 XX a@ndiry be, 
In this connection, note 
Luke xv. 32) + teOX with rr, p syrcu 
and F (Diatessaron), 
not syr S nor Ephr, 
»» Xvli. 27 dabant X* Z with r, and 
Syriac. 
B too, as well as g, and g,, are not to be denied 
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sympathy. In fact, G in Mark (= 9, Matthew) 
is alone with r, in quite a peculiar place :— 

Mark vii. 14 =m waa (for in nave), 
besides much sympathy in other places. 

It is regrettable that G should have been 
adopted as a symbol for g, outside of St. Matthew’s 
Gospel, for it obscures the Old Latin base, and 
often one misses the bearing of g, when confronted 
with G among the Vulgate codices, if one does 
not overlook it altogether. 

In fact, G is (with Z) the nearest to 4 in St. Mark, 
St. Luke and St. John. 

We now find that the Anglo-Saxon Wurzburg 
MS. “J” (Library mark Mp. th. f. 61) extant in 
St. Matthew only, a digest of readings having been 
published, more fully than by Schepps, in 1891 by 
Koeberlin, is in exactly the same caseas DELQR, 
namely that the parent of 7, has indelibly im- 
pressed its mark upon the text. More than this 
however, Wurzburg J serves to link up 7, and &, 
for it has several peculiar / readings, as at 
viii. 16 curabat, Wurzburg J and & alone, while -P 

gives this as an alternative 
reading ; 
ix. 9 transisset, Wurzburg J with -P and & alone. 

Consult also iii. 1,—autem; iv. 8, illorum; vi. 
12, remittimus (also R); vi. 13, et ne patiaris nos 
induci; vi. 19, exterminant £ and Fathers; vi. 
20, exterminat CT k etc.; vi. 22, simplex fuerit ; 
vi. 31, edemus 4 Cypr (sedemus “) ; vi. 32, horum 
omnium ; viii. 1, et descendente eo de; ix. 2, 

K 2 
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obtulerunt / and vett ; ix. 25, venit (pro intravit) ; 
x. 13, — quidem & and vett; x. 18, stabitis; ix. 5, 
remittuntur 4; xii. 1, sabbatis & and vett ; 
And see the treatment of the whole of ix. 28. 
Then: valetudines viii. 17 is very exceptional, and 
Vili. 9 constitutus et habeo is nearest to g, and Lrenaeus. 
Wurzburg J has been considerably revised, in 
some places more than others, but note such a 
survival as: 
xiii. 33 in farina DQR Wurzburg J and k, with 
syr cu S [not P here]. Add: 
xi, 26 placitum fuit, Wurzburg J alone, while P, 
who wrote thus also, marks 
it for inversion, thus <placi- 
tum <fuit. Taken in connec- 
tion with the above, this 
links up —P Wurzburg J & 
and the Irish tribe (fre- 
quently with Wurzburg J) 
in a complete manner. 
Our old friends CJT contribute to emphasise 
the great basic age of 7. 
They are found here and there with r, :— 
Mark xvi. 20 quo operante, C 7. 
Luke v.15 -— autem, CJT». 
55 v.36 mittit, T 7. 
» viii. 41  ejus (pro Iesu), T 7. 
» -Xxi..10° «in (pro contra), J 7,. 
» Xxii. 22 scriptum (pro definitum) J r, 
(bef). 
Matt. xiii. 30 —ea, Tr, and h Jren. 
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The relations, however, between 7 and 7, are 
more complicated. It is quite certain r, drew 
from r (they are quite frequently together 
alone t), but some most important MS. stands 
between them and obscures the issue. Where is 
this MS.? Isit%? Let the student decide. 

[The base of r,, however, is more important 
than that of r.] 

Further than this, after 7, had absorbed from k, 
and 7, it put on its Vulgate clothing, but this is 
pretty thin, and can easily be removed; and lo! 
what remains? Simply a most ancient Graeco- 
Syriac-Latin base, so ancient that it goes behind 
the Curetonian and Sinaitic and opens up the 
question of the earlier Syriac transmission before 
the Diatessaron; for 7, has readings that suggest 
an earlier Syriac parentage, and carries back the 
Latin with it in most interesting affiliations. 
When £ put on its African clothing, it lost some 
of the Syriac still visible in 7, which therefore 
represents the earlier text, for the syr of r, is very 
old. 

For years i: has been regarded as the best and 
most primitive relic of the Latin text. 

Yet, when we need its evidence beyond the 
half of St. Matthew, and the half of St. Mark, 
where it is extant, we do not even recognise that 





{ Luke i. 70, qui ab eo sunt ; xiii. 8, relinque ; xiii. 25, om. et 
(and f); xvi. 1 and 8, dispensatorem (and e); xviii. 8, putatis ; 
xx. 29, 30, defunctus for mortuus ; Luke xxiii, 7, transmisit for 


remisit. 
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it is extant in another MS. at our doors, and has 
been for many years. 

And we proceed to dogmatize and print texts 
without. even consulting this MS., which can tell 
us more than any other about Syriac roots in 
Latin texts. And we lose, if we do not consult it, 
the whole drift of the history of the transmission 
of British texts (see Appendices II. and III. as to 
Dimma and p). 

Nor can we, without 7,, understand the Sets 
offered byadrekh. 

We find now, however, that r = mixture of a 
and d and h. 

That a and d and h all belong in reality to one 
stem. 

r, = k, but bound up with . 

At some period, then, the & text, with that of 
adh = eclectic r, was remodelled. 

k is Irish as much as African, and 7, besides 
being Irish, takes us back of & and back of e to 
still deeper Syriac roots, 

For convenience we subjoin a table showing the 
texts extant and available in & and in es 

k is wanting from 

Matt. iii. 10 fruc..toiv.2.. abolo; 
»» Xiv. 17 aiunt to xv. 19 jin; 
» Xv. 36 discentib. toend of St. Matthew. 

7, 18 wanting from Matt. ii. 4-iv. 24; v. 29- 
xill.7; xiv. 1-xvi. 18; covering two of the above 
lacunae in k. 

But, from Matt. xvi. 13—xviii. D)y §xixee2i= 
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xxvii. 58 it is extant where k is missing, and 
Mark i. 1-iii. 22, iv. 19-v. 31, vi. 14-viii. 8 is also 
extant in 7,. 

In St. Luke r, is extant i. 13-ii. 15; iii. 8-vi. 39; 
vii.: ll-xi. 54; xii. 45-xiv. 18; xv. 25—xvi. 15; 
Xvii. 7—xxiii. 14, and in St. John 7, is available 
v. 13-vi. 24; viii. 7—x. 3. 

Let us try it first in St. Luke and St. Toh 
with the Syriac in order to get ‘the student 
interested :— 

[We have printed in heavier-faced type some of 
the more striking illustrations, and of course.we 
could have reduced the number of examples by 
confining ourselves to these. But some of the 
others will be found well worthy of study, and 
the ground would not have been covered properly 
if we had acted with more moderation, It is to 
show the basic condition of things at the very 
foundation of the text that we are thus prolix. 

We are painfully conscious that much remains 
to be drawn to make a complete picture even of 
this MS. But some materials are lacking. We 
want a fresh collation of Greek Evan. 28, for 


instance. | 
7, in St. Luke. 


(The evidence given is not guaranteed to be 
absolutely exhaustive, but it should be 
sufficient for the purpose; the main object 
being to draw attention to the salient facts.) 

i, 66. est (pro erat) =b and syr S (cu not 
extant) (not pesh nor Diatess). 
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‘de Ty eb liberavit mosab= D- GQ yar be i 
Lgrpaur and “quod redempturus 
esset nos ab” syr pesh; ef. syr 8 also 
and Diatess arab against whole Greek 
array for plain owrnpiav and latt. 
salutem. 

ii, 3. unusquisque (pro singuli). Alone thus, 
but syr reads guisque or unusquisque at 
the beginning of the verse, including 
pesh with the verb in the singular. 
See also Diatess. 

ii. 5. — sibi uxore. Here syr S and pesh 
seem to agree in modifying cum maria 
desponsata sibt uxore to ille et Marjam 
sponsa sua and cum marjam sponsa sua, 
the latter with Greek construction; 
yuvaike or uxore are omitted by 8 B C* 
DLE 1 131 473 and ef q p copt arm 
as well as syr and Diatess. 

ii. 7. posuit, so syr S and pesh and some Latins 
GPbcff.,lqr aur against the 
reclinavit of most Latins and avexhwev 
of all Greeks; collaverunt e (=collo- 
caverunt). 

Note where syr omits as ii. 9, om. “by them” 
(Gk. avros, Lat. juata illos) r, with Q gat im- 
provises with circa illos. 

ii. 10. nuntio (pro evangelizo), this is the sure 

Syriac form shared by the African 
Latins, when they do not say, as 
sometimes, bene nuntio. (Cypr. e ‘ad- 
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pee nuntio’ here). Koeberlin in his study 

of Wurzburg J (Augsburg 1891) p. 31 

finds this in his commentary. 

ii. 11. conservator salutis (pro salvator), rendered 
by Burkitt for syr S “a life giver,” 
and by Gwilliam servator. 

il. 8. + inter vos (post dicere). Not present in 
syr cu nor 8, but in peshitio; this is 
from Matt. iii. 9, where, however, S 
and Aphraates omit, but cu has it. 

No vulgates have it in Luke, and 
only df g of Old Latin, but all Greeks 
and copt have it. (Wordsworth is 
silent.) Origen is on both sides as 
usual. Here is one of the places of 
absolute disagreement between Greek 
and Latin, but it is from the parallel 
in Matt. iii. 9. In Luke iii. 8 D* has 
avtois With eve above the line and d 
in semet ipsis; / 7 intra vos. 

iv. 9. pinnaculum (ro pinnam) with R W cor vat 
mg but not Old Latin. This does not 
correspond to syr S (cu not extant), 
but does to the peshitto, where Gwill. 
renders also pinnaculum. Burkitt 
translates S the corner (= Ephr syr), 
while ¢ writes fastigio ‘the extreme 
corner,” asit were. Greek is mrepvy.ov. 

Compare Matt. iv. 5, where syr cu 
and S§ differ slightly; & here has 
fastigium. 
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iv. 11. + suis (post manibus) all syr, but not 

Old Latin nor Greek. Only 7, with 
_ iP and Mulling (+ tuis Q R). 

iv. 20. conplicuisset ( with D Q (Mulling) ) conveys 
syr apparently, so only a of Latins 
(revoluens). Greek only mrv€as. 

iv. 36. + magnus, with peshitto and Diatess 
(not syr 8) + lat GP gat Moling bdr 
and Greek D 253 copt. 

Here and above, iii. 8, we see the double syr 
element of 8 and pesh enter in. 

iv. 41. The devils’ cry, “Thou art the Son of 
God,” is twice repeated by 7. This 
does not appear to be a syriasm, but 
reminds one of Aphraates’ insistence 
that when our Lord raised the dead 
He repeated His command twice. 

Tert says ‘‘cum testimonio eacedebant 
vociferantes Tu es filius Dei.” 

The Diatess arab, however, alone 
says: ** Thou art the Messiah, the Son of 
God.” 

v. 10. The appearance of this verse is at variance 
with the ordinary Latin transmission. 
Jam is omitted and enim substituted ; 
only T gives jam enim; the Greek is 
merely azo tov vuv. Gwilliam renders 
the ex hoc jam by deinceps as Diatess 
arab and Burkitt “from now.” The 
eris capiens of the Latins is given by 
r, as caps, Gwilliam capies; Greek 
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eon Cwypwv. Moling does not agree 
with rv, here, Diatess arab “Thou 
shalt be a fisher of men unto life.’’ 


v. 12. — et ter may be noted. 
(vi. 1. transiset 7, for transiret may be compared 


Gvi cl. Syr 


wae 95) (Syr 


to Matt. ix. 9 transisset of k and P 
Wurzburg J alone. 

The Greek is quite different in 
the two passages, wapaywy Matthew, 
duamropeveo ar Luke; compare in & at 
Mark xiv. 72 cantasset for dwvyncar; 
Note also 7, Luke xiv. 1 intrasset with 
araur i O'), 
cu and § missing; 7, reads wt for et 
and. confringentes ; not thus pesh). 
cu and § missing) et ait r, (with Q) 
and so syr hier; (pesh omits copula). 
The treatment of the connecting par- 
ticle often resembles syr, as above 
v. 15 — autem 7, with C T and J, 
and elsewhere; see below vi. 36, etc. 


vi. 10. + sicut altera with syr lier and pesh (cu 


and S wanting) so fg; FQ Moling 
sicut et altera; (c) and Gk AEKM, 
etc. 


vi. 25. flebitis et lugebitis, order distinctly Syriac, 


vi. 26. vae 


also Diatess, against Greek and Latin. 
Only Moling supports and d Latin 
supports with plorabitis et lugetis. 

+ yvobis, again, Syriac and Diatess 
with Copt against all Greeks but DA 
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and some cursives and ‘ext recept, and 


against all Latins but 6 d and Moling. 

vi. 29. + ei (post praebe), Syriac with only D 
Greek 13-69, 28 and few, and some 
Latins. 

_ Notice with reference to that ultra-Syriac Greek 
cursive 28 that it alone in this verse inserts right 
cheek with 8* E* 106 Orig and Basil, while r, has 
it apparently alone of Latins (not even Moling has 
this). 

vi. 3i. + bona (post homines), syriac S and 

Latin DGr with r,. Not Greek, nor 
Moling, nor Diatess Arab; r, also 
seizes the Syriac by adding ita after 
bona, while most Latins express it by 
et vos, ending with similiter for the 
Greek 60s at end. a however has 
“sic facite eis’’ (exact equivalent of 
syr 8); Tertullian ita et vos facite illis 
once (so apparently syr hier and pesh, 
and Diatess) and again: et vos ita 
jucite ilis. Here de and Greek D 
248 Clem omit the ita or similiter, 
and lren = only: facite eis. 

vi. 36. — ergo, with syr S (not hier pesh) and 

Diatess arab and Greek SBDLX 1 
33 131 157 (these cursives all full of 
Syriasms) copt goth, some Fathers and 
Latin abcde f ff, | q Moling, but no 
vulgates. 

vi. 37. ut (pro et) bis, with syr 8 and Diatess arab 
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(not pesh) against most Greeks and 


Latins. Greek ADA and Latin a ¢ 
d f however favor uf. ne iudicetur 
de vobis ¢ e and Moling; ne for et non 
sec. Moling. 

vi. 388. + et (post bonam), with syr S and pesh, 
practically no Greeks and no Old 
Latins, but with O W and the vulgate 
text. [Not Diatess arab.| However syr 
S here elides wemeopevov cecahevpevor, 
bringing xa. before overflowing, and 
syr pesh seems to elide one of the 
three adjectives. 

[vii. 16. 7, adds in bono at end of verse, with G O° 
ab f2.lqr aur Moling*, (and J ce in 
bonum), and Greek M X A 13-69-124— 
346-556. 4 61315 16 27 42 5071 
106 114 122** 125** 251 262 507 508 
513 569 570 arm. The syriac § 
does not add, nor Gwilliam’s peshitto 
(and no footnote), but Tisch. quotes 
syr p = Harkl for it. We mention it 
as some of the Greek Syriacising 
cursives have it, and it might date 
this accretion. The cursives are not 
a healthy lot, and it is “more” the 
13-69 family, but as they are so 
Syriac we mention it. It has some- 
thing to do with a Graeco-Latin-Syriac 
ancestor, for Syr hier, codex B, adds 


TOV TWV TLATEVOVTOY TH oYw AUTO, and 
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the Harkleian is the only Syriac 
authority to give the plain evs ayafov. 
Tisch. by Syr p. means posterior as 
Wetstein = fHarkl. 

Diatess arab. ‘God hath had regard 
to His people.’ 

vii. 19. ihm (pro dominum) with syr S and pesh, 
and Greek SAXTAATI, etc., Latin 
IJKMMOVWX beflgqrd aur 
Moling and copt goth Cyr, while the 
syr Larkl conflates with dominum 
iesum as also vulg. H’®. 

But Greek BLR & 13-69, 33 157 
aff, and most vulgates have dominum 
(om. simpliciter d e et Gr D mopevbertes 
ELTATE AUT). 

vii. 28. 7, reads non for nemo, due probably to the dif- 
ferent order, originally in Syriac, from 
that of Greek and Latin; as Gwilliam: 
*“Dico vobis quod non est propheta 
inter natos mulierum”’ (see Burkitt). 

Compare the order in Moling. 

ibid. — est (post minor) = Greek and Syriac. 

vii. 32. lamentauimus (+ vobis) so syr S and 
pesh and Diatess arab and most Greeks 
and Old Latins, but not SB DL& 13- 
346 nor cel copt nor vulgates; only 
DQ vulgates and Moling have the 
addition, and DQ~,, are in the same 
local group 1x century, while the 
underlying text of 7, is quite different. 
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ay 34. vorax (pro devorator) so only ce, ex- 
hibiting the true & base (edax Gwill 
syr pesh). 

vil. 37. 72 omits in civitate, apparently alone and 
apparently due to the differing order 
of syriac, copt = “‘a sinner in the 
city”? ze. a loose woman; or “in 
civitate peccatrix,” ev 7m Tole apap- 
todos Of most Greeks. So 7, merely 
speaks of peccatrix. 

vii. 38. lacrimis pedes coepit rigare. C/. syr 
cu § and ‘with her tears his feet 
she moistened.’ Apparently the 
order of pesh is more like the other 
Latins, and the Greek also does not 
agree with Old Syriac and r, in bring- 
ing feet before the Bpexeav, although 
7, seems to have compounded the old 
Syriac and the peshitto in the order 
and verb form. (Moling does not 
agree.) 

viii. 3. — suis. Cfd = substantia for facultatibus ; 
syr cu “from that which they had” 
(but syr S and pesh ‘their proper- 
ties,’ including the swis). Moling 
catches the syr cu exactly, “ex eis 
quae habebant.” 

viii. 13. post petram + cicidit hii. Compare syr 
cu, 8 and pesh “these be they,” and 
hii sunt of f ff, ¢ Moling, ipsi sunt c¢; 
r adds seminati sunt hi sunt. 
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viii. 17. 


viii. 35. 


Ld 


viii. 37. 


Vili. 39. 


viii. 41. 


viii. 43. 


ix. 18. 


ix. 19. 
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reveletur (pyro manifestetur), = Syr, 
also (™"™ Durmach f [not Moling]. 
Greek = ¢avepov yernoerar, but 1 131 
157 and a very few others = davepw- 
Onoerat with Cyril. d=in palam 
venit ; a palam fiat. 

vestimento indumentum (for vestitum) 
[Not Moling]. There is something 
deep here, for syr cu and S differ 
slightly. Burkitt renders cu “clad” 
and S “clothed.” Greek simply 
LILATLOLEVOV. 

eis ( pro ipsis) with d only and Moling. syr 
cu and § “ from their (neighborhood).”’ 

dominus (pro Iesus), with syr cu (S 
= God with 10 Greeks and 4.) ; pesh 
= “ Jeshua” with Diatess arab. Rb 
and Greek C* aeth also render dominus 
[not Moling]. 

+ erat (post nomen) = syr cu and pesh 
(not 8); 7, is accompanied only by 
WO Q and Moling. 

— ab (ante annis duodecim) = syr. 
(Gk = azo). 

— erant = syr (not so Greeks or Latins 
except Moling). 

last clause omitted from syr cu and S. 
Most have propheta .. de prioribus 
= Gk-apxawv, but 7, = prophetis 
with syr pesh with de Moling; com- 
pare cl. 
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ix. 28. — et (post octo) = syr [male Baethgen] 
with EGJ Rab f,l r Moling and 
Greek 8* B H 28 copt goth arm aeth. 

ix. 32. Pro erant somno = suntassomno. Com- 

. pare syr, and a=a somno; (syr cu 
= with much sleep, syr S with sleep, 
Diatess, ‘‘in the drowsiness of sleep ”’). 
The rest “vmvw” and somno only; 
Moling ff, = erant gravati sunt somno. 

ix. 42. 7, = sedit (pro reddidit).t The syr is 
‘“‘delivered”’ or “gave” (Gill. = 
dedit). Probably r, means dedit here. 
The other Latins reddidit, but restituit 
De; Greek azedwxev. Probably some 
cursives may be found with cdwxev 
and they will prove to be Graeco- 
Syriacs. [Baethgen should render 
eOwkev, not amedwxev as he does. ] 

ix. 48. — omnes = syr cu and S and Dhiatess 
arab and Greek E with r and vulg 
@JM Moling. r, adds omnes at the 
end of the verse as an afterthought 
[not so Moling]. syr cw and S sub- 
stitute alone ‘like this lad.’ All 
Greeks but E have zacw. 

ix. 55/56. — et dixit wsque ad salvare. This is 
omitted by syr S (not by syr cu nor 
Diatess) some Greeks and some Latins 
and Moling*. 

sr, 

+ Abbott puts this in verse 44 by mistake. 
L 
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[I have depended on Lawlor for the evidence 
of Moling so far; after this I give it from my 
photographs. | 


Luke 


oe Saal B 


> ay DA 


( x. 40. 


4 fee 


— dominus = syr cu and S. Some sub- 
stitute Jesus with Diatess arab, and 
syr ler conflates dominus Jesus, 

remissius erit in die judicii = Syr order 
with Greek A and very few (Syriac- 
Greek) minuscules, against Greek 
order. Judicit with syr cu and S and 
Diatess (not pesh) with Greek 157 and 
Latin / gat against the rest ila and 
Greek exewn. 


. in die judicii (pro in judicio) with syr cu 


and Diatess (not syr S which has in 
die ila here; nor pesh = in judicio). 
cfr palso read in die judicii with Greek 
13-69 and goth aeth; dehl omit here 
with D* and three or four Greek 
minuscules. 


. faciam ut Compare f and Syr. 
. et ad altera die (pro et altera die) with 


Greek and Syr. 


. domu sua (pro in domum suam) with 


Q R/** and domo sua P™§ aeg = Syr. 
against Greek accusative. 

dereliquit (pro reliquit) = d = Greek 
Kat eXuev. ) 

+noster sce quiin caelis. The addition 
here is with syr generally, and the 
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omission of es agrees with Gk and syr 


against the Latins. The addition of 
sancte conforms to ac ff, 7 wp and vulg. 
codices D E. 

xi. 4. + sed libera nos a malo also agrees with 
sy. 

xi. 15. farisseis (pro eis) with syr cu and S (not 
pesh), and Latin b f, il p* BDQR. 

xi. 21. tantem (pro cum init). Cf. syr cu and S 

“* Now whensoever.” Probably an 
error of r, for a similar reading. All 
others érav de and cum or quum. 

xi. 28. + ad eum (post dixit). 7, means ad eam, 
with a (illi) ¢ (ei) and syr cu S and 
pesh and Diatess. No Greeks add, 
nor Latins, except ad cos DER with 
b feign p (illis a,). 

xi. 33. + ponit (post candelabrum) syr cu and §, 
without other Greek or Latin support 
apparently. 

This is the kind of place likely to 
survive scribal changes, and not to 
be visible in other sympathetic Latins, 
for it comes in naturally, and has 
never been removed from the day on 
which the original of 7, was written. 
In ver. 36 the verse has been revised 
on the other hand, and has no rela- 
tion to syr cu, which here differs 
completely from syr S. 

xi. 42. qui (pro quia) = syr (and DEMTV Wz, 


aA 
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but not p» in 44, 46, although in 47), 
not Greek. 

xi. 42. “‘oportuit ERAT facere.” Compare syr S, 
“These it behoved that they should 
be done’”’; syr cu = only: ‘‘ these ye 
have done’’; no other Latin adds 
erat, and Greek is éde. mounoau. 

xi. 44. qui (pro quia) = syr, not Greek, nor 
Latin (except DEK RW Z 6 aw). 

ibid. ignorant (pro nesciunt) so ar and syr pesh 
(Gwill).  p illeg. 

xi. 46. qui (pro quia) = syr [not Diatess arab], 
not Greek, nor Latin (except 
KMVW (A) lqrr,). 

xi. 46 jin. sarcinas + ipsas. Compare Diatess 
arab and syr pesh and e filry 
DM QR. 

Here syr cu and S have “ea” with 
a simply and $d q and D® omit. 

xi. 47. qui (pro quia) = syr [not Diatess arab] 
and some Latins, not Greek. 

xi. 48. testimonium peribetis (pro testificamini). 
Some Latins and syr cu S. 

The Greeks are divided, paprupes 
eote NBL; papzvpere the others; d 
follows the latter and apparently syr 
pesh, 

xi. 51. quem interfecerunt (pro qui periit) = 
syr and a d and D* alone 6v édovevoav 
for tov amo\opevov [Baethgen misses 
this completely]. 
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xi. 52. sustulistis (pro tulistis). Burkitt = “ con- 
cealed”’ for syr cu S with Diatess arab 
(with Gr D 157 expuiare); Gwil- 
liam for pesh = exactly sustulistis. The 
others who do not read tulistis, give 
abstulistis (D WW Q Rilr p aur); abscond- 
itis e q, abscondistis a be d; Greek = 
npate ; aeth conflates npare kat expupare. 

xi. 53. + coram omni populo = syr cu and § 
(not pesh text nor Diatess arab) with 
practically all Old Latins (no vul- 
gates nor ») and D X only of Greek 
uncials with cursives 157 (254). This 
places X in its proper place as a 
Graeco-Syr-Lat of very respectable 
age. Note that it reads dyAov however. 

xi. 53. — de multis with 6, Greek curs. 17 115 
258 433 and syr pesh (not syr cu § 
nor Diatess). 

[xii. 45. moratur (pro moram facit) =/ (6) Lier 
in Ezec. Tardat cde Lren Gwill syr 
pesh as other syr and Diatess; Gk 
xporrcer |. 

xii. 46. ignorat (pro nescit) so syr S (not cu or 
pesh nor Greek) and d gat K. 

xii. 47. scit (pro cognovit) with d (scivit) and 
apparently nearer the syr (Gr. 6 
yvous) (see also ver. 48). 

iid. — et non fecit = syr and Diatess, most 
Old Latt with Greek L 13 and 8”. 
The Greeks and Fathers vary, some 
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Kal LY ETOAC GS. 

xii. 49. sic (pro nisi) so DW™ R, others (bf, higr 
pwe* JM OQ Y Z) si, as syr, and Gr «i. 
Fogg renders Diatess. “and I would 
that it had been kindled already.” 

xii. 51. mittere (pro dare) blqrgatm Tert copt 
Pistis Sophia Diatess arab, and syr § 
= “lay,” syr pesh “inmittam ;” but 
facere syr cude and D® zounoa. The 
other Greeks Sovva. Here we see a 
concurrent Graeco-Syriac text 
which differs at the root, and an 
endeavour on the Latins’ part to 
conform to both. 

ibid. divisionem (pro separationem) so d and 
Gwill (pesh interp.) and Diatess. 
Gr. Suapepiopov. 
Syr cu and § = divisions as e: divi- 
siones and ¢: separationes; Here the 
Syriac root of ce comes out well. 

xil. 55. et ita fit (pro et fit) Gr. Kav ywerar; syr 
et fit, but ita understood. Therefore 
the Old Latins bce f frg,tl qr gat 
(with D E W QW) add it with pand r, 
and the Syriac-Greek cursives 69—124— 
346 157 209 254 with arm aeth. 

xii. 56. discernere (pro probare). Alone with p. 
So Gwilliam for pesh (not Burkitt for 
syr cu S nor any Old Latins, not 
even 7 [a wanting]). Greek is dox- 
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palew (which copt  transliterates). 


Gothic, which we need, is penne 
here. 

Cf. Semitic root. 

Cf. also Tischendorf and Words- 
worth’s notes on Matt. xvi. 3, and 
note, although no Latins read there 
discernere, that Greek S and “fifty 
cursives”’ render cvvere. Here again 
it is important to note what cursives ; 
and we find among them the Syriac- 
Greek 122 127 131 209 220 346 435 ; 
this must be given its proper weight 
in considering the so-called inter- 
polation in 8S. Matthew, for these 
codd. go back of the Diatessaron. 

Diatess arab = examine. (Matthew). 
xii. 56. — quomodo syr cu and S (not pesh nor 
vulgates) with Old Latinscde f,ilrp 
and D*. 
xii. 57. quare (pro quid) syr S (not cu) and fqr; 
“cur” pesh (Gwill). 

Om. syr cu FE bd and D*. 

xii. 58. perducat (pro trahat) Alone with p 
and with Gwill (syr pesh “ ducat”’). 

Syr cuand 8 = ‘“‘ make thee guilty 
as bd ff,ilqr condemnet with D®* kara- 
kpewn. The other Greeks katacupn. 
(Diatess arab from Matthew.) 

xiii. 1. venerunt (pro aderant) practically all 
Old Latin but only M vulgate (not 
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even p) = syr and Diatess. Gk= 


mapnoav [Baethgen leaves this un- 
changed]. 

xiii. 4. peccatores (pro debitores) So syr and 
copt (sah) against Latins and Greek 
odevkerau [ Baethgen makes no change]. 
Diatess arab = to be condemned. 

xiii. 8. relinque (pro dimitte) Sor only and Gwill 
rendering pesh. Gk ages. 

xiii. 11. quaedam (pro quae) So p syr cu and S 
and hier (not pesh nor Diatess, nor 
other Latins, nor Greek). 

xiii. 12. liberata es (pro dimissa es) So efr 
(absoluta es a). Soluta es Gwill pesh 
and syr cuS. Gr amodehvora. 

xiii, 18. autem (pro ergo) So syr and Diatess, 
many Greeks and ¢q only. 

xiii. 19. aecepit homo misit (pro acceptum homo 
misit) So exactly syr and Dhuatess 
against Greek \a8wv and Latins; the 
other vett turn it. r, only is as bald 
as the syr. 

ibid. habitauerunt (pro requieverunt) with dr 
6p (and ¢ habitabant) the nearest to 
“nested” (for rested) of the Syriacs ; 
Greeks = kateoxnvacer. 

xiil. 29. discumbent so ar(= syr?) 

xiil. 32. + die (post tertia) So syr, Diatess and 
most Old Latin but not Greek, except 
B 56 346. 

xiii. 35. + deserta So syr cu and pesh (not §S) 


Luke 


xiv. 3. 


abid. 


xiv. 18. 


abid. 


xiv, 20: 


Ziv, Zi; 
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The Greeks are divided, but practi- 
cally all Old Latins add with Jren 
and vg. 

et in sabbato curare (cf. syr S and Gr 
fam 1, 243, 511). 

+ autnon with syr cu (not S nor Diatess) 
and Latt. EP™ QRdefgr (D 6) and 
Greek SBD L fam 1, fam 18, 157. 


(Hiat 7, xiv. 18-xv. 25.) 
Taking ¢ here, we find as follows: 


— omnes, syr cu 8S; e m have singuli 
omitting omnes. No Greeks omit (nor 
pesh hier nor Diatess arab). 

—el. é€ with 4d ¢ d ff, 7_l-m qr and 
D* 1 118 209. Not so syr cu S nor 
pesh, but Diatessaron says: ‘the first 
said unto them, say to him.” This is a 
large amplification by Diatess. 

—jideo. ¢ with a bc ig syr cu S [not 
pesh nor Diatess] and only Greek 157. 

clodos et caecos, ¢ 5 only of Latins, with 
syr cu S pesh Diatess arab with the so- 
called later Greeks EGH RSVXTA A, 
against SBDFKLMPUILI etc. goth 
copt aeth Hus. Bas. who reverse the 
order to tuddovs kat ywdous with all 
the other Latins. 


(xiv. 22. — domine ¢ d e and D* against all the 


rest and against the Syriacs and 
Diatess. ) 
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ae 22 jin. + in convivio syr cu and §; “here” 
Diatess arab; omit all the rest. 
Latins have no addition nor Greeks. ] 

xiv. 24. de cena mea (pro caenam meam) ader 
(Greek pov tov Semvov) with syr 8 
pesh Diatess [not syr cu]. 

( xiv. 28. — qui necessarii sunt, so d e¢ 6 with syr 
and Greek ); phototyp. illeq. p. 

xiv. 32. pacem (pro ea quae pacis sunt) abce fz 
tlqrsyrand Diatess against Greek, 
including Dd, and only fy» and Vul- 
gates of the Latin. 

The Greek is ta zpos epnvnv, a few 
Ta es e_pyynv; and B= es evpyrvynv, 80 
syr cu and § “ for peace” against pesh 
and Diatess. ‘* peace.” 

xiv. 35. sed foras jactant illud e (mittent eum bd 
[illud] ¢). So pesh and Diatess, with 
Greek Badd\ovow avro, but syr cu S 
apparently with the other Latins 
mittetur and projiciatur. 

Note.—We give this section, principally because 
the Diatessaron is available continuously in the 
following long section from Luke xv. 1 to and 
beyond verse 25, where 7, comes in again. 

xv. l. + omnesade/f f277 6 and most Greeks 
against Syriacs and Diatess, who have 
with them bclgp Greek 237, 251, 
130 only. 

xv. 3. similitudinem (p70 parabolam) dcef,il¢ 

syrcuS (Burkitt interpr.). [See later on this. | 
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xv. 4. in solitudine (pro in deserto) ¢; “the 
open country” syr cu, ‘the wilder- 
ness”’ syr S and Diatess, in montibus 
O cfrlp. 

(Gr. ev Tw epnpw) 

xv. 6. gratulamini mecum (pro congrat. mihi) 
eand syr; bc ff,ilg =congrat. mecum. 
The Greek is ouvyapnte por, which d 
renders “‘ cum gaudete mihi”’ ! (Sabatier 
quotes Orient. Epist. ad Symm. for 
this. ) 

Notice how e alone suppresses the 
con.. and ovyv.. while having mecum, 
even Cypr. having conlaetamini (not 
quoted by Von Soden). Surely e 
was using Graeco-Syriac here. 

In verse 9 e writes again gratu- 
lamini for congratulamini but adds 
mihi with the rest, not mecum. 

( xv. 7. quibus non est paenitentia necessaria, a e, 
seem nearer to Greek and Syriac than 
the other Latins, gu: non indigent 
paen., or even the opus paen. of d 
and Cypr. ) 

xv. 8. ET si perdiderit [pro si perdid. (following 

habens)|. So E (and therefore doubt- 

less r.)adelrand Greek D. 157, syr. 

The Syriac construction of: ‘Or 

what woman that hath (or ‘to whom 

are, pesh) ten drachmas, and she 
lose,’ does not necessarily call for 
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[xv. 10. 


xv 12; 


RVI. 


(ibid. 


xv. 14. 


[xv. 14. 
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this and. The Diatessaron does not 
have it. 

The Greek runs éyovoa . . éav dzo- 
Aeon, Which D and 157 make éyovoa 

. Kal aTo\eoaca. 

syr cu 8 have “before all the angels of 
God”; not so Diatess nor pesh nor ¢ 
nor any Latins or Greeks. ] 

substantiam + suam e with syr S and 
pesh and hier, goth and sah; syr cu 
says, ‘all his property,’ and possibly 
syr 8 (partly illegible). 

congregauit omnia (pro congregatis om- 
nibus) ¢ only with syr and Diatess, 
against Greek ovvayaywy and other 
Latins. 

+ omnem (ante substantiam suam) e only, 
not so Greek, syr nor other Latins. ] 

et cum consumpsisset omnia (pro et 
postquam omnia consummasset) é (a d) 
so syr and Diatess. (Gr. diaravnoavtos 
Se avtov warTa.) 

Only ade appear to suppress the 
postquam (Wordsworth does not notice 
this) but are joined by St. Jerome (ad 
Dam.) who reads with a: Cumque con- 
sumpsisset omnia, while d has: Cum 
erogasset autem omnia. 

et ipse coepit egere (indigere e¢; + victum 
be) igs omitted by syr cu S but 
by them alone, pesh and Dhiatess 
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with Greeks and Latins having the 
clause. | 

xv. 15. adplicuit + se de (juncxit se /, adj. se q, 
conj. se a) with syr cuS and Diatess, 
as against Greek éxo\\n fn. 

xv. 15. + his (ante misit) e, so “is” D p (pro- 
bably 7.) bl q; hic ¢, ille 7,2 Diatess 
arab; so syr (pesh = ipse) but not 
Greek, except that A 262, 6° add 
after éreupev avtov + 6 Todirns. 

‘qui misit’ a (neglected by Words- 
worth). 

xv. 15. in agro suo (pro in villam suam) ae; 
“to a field”’ is the reading of syr cuS, 
pesh and Diatess, with only gr. 60, 251, 
Evst 44 eis tov aypov avrov; others all 
eis Tous aypovs avrov except D* 34 
with syr lier which omit airov, thus 
agreeing with D Latin which has agros 
without suwos (no doubt the reading of 
r.). We see, therefore, that atrov of 
the Greeks is only suppressed by 
D* 34, by D of the Vulgates (= prob- 
ably r,), d@ (following D*) and the 
Syriac, while the singular tov dypov of 
Syriac is only supported by gr 60 251 
Evst 44, but by the whole body of 
Latins. This gives food for some 
thought. Never mind the airov, but 
how came all the Latins to neglect 
the Greek plural here, and prefer the 
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Syriac, unless this Syriac foundation 
is as old as the Greek? Mier ad Dam. 
says in agrum suum. 


xv. 16. saturari (pro implere ventrem suum) d ef 


XV. 


(xv. 


. 20. 


20. 


peal 


22. 


(saturare ventr. suum a), and syr cu 
(edere) syr hier with Greek SBDLR 
fam 1 fam 13 94 131 251 and sah 
[not copt] aeth goth xopracOnva, in- 
stead of yeutoat THY Koay adrov. 

Syr § and Diatess arab with pesh all 
go with the majority of Latins and 
Greeks and Jerome (ad Dam.) in read- 
ing “to fill his belly,” rather than to 
“eat” or to “satisfy himself.” 

The Gothic (sat itan) seems very 
important here; Coptic and Sahidic 
(as far as we know from our poor 
Sahidic materials) are opposed to 
each other. 

abiit (pro venit) e f/ apparently alone, 
and cion\Ge Hust 44; all others 7\6e 
and venit; *‘ venit usque ad’”’ Jerome 
[to Damasus]. ) 

et cucurrit et superjecit se (pro et 
accurrens cecidit) e with Syriac, 
apparently alone of Latins (with 
Ambrose) against Greek participle kat 
Spapwv ememecev. 

ille autem dixit (— filius) e io vig 
alone. ) 

— et calciamenta in pedes ¢ again alone. ) 
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[xv. 23. laniate (pro occidite) ¢ again alone = 


“and butcher it’? in the sense of 
Ovcare (all Greeks, no variation). This 
is rather happy, but somewhat curious 
occurring so close to the two other 
singular readings.] Cyprian is not 
extant to check these, and further: 

xv. 23. manducantes jucundemur ( pro manduce- 
mus et epulemur) ¢ goes with Greek 
payovres evppavOwpev against the usual 
construction favored by ¢; f 6 join 
in this, but not d who, with D* 
daywpe Kat, favors the Syriac. As 
regards jucundemur here too ¢ is alone ; 
(lactemur r, others epulemur). 

xv. 24. jucundari again by e alone. 

( xv. 25. Once more ¢ alone changes the reading, 
without authority, thus: Cum major 
autem filius ejus qua in villa erat venisset 

. instead of LHrat autem filius ejus 
senior in agro, et cum veniret.. . ) 
We now resume the study of 7», which is 
available again at xv. 25 (adpropin)cavit. 

xv. 32. epulari autem TE oportet et gaudere 
(pro ep. autem et gaudere oportebat) 
= syr cu and Matess (both arab and 
lat) but not syr S nor Ephr. 

+ te FOX [rp (Note F Diatess in 
curious conjunction with O X.) 
+ nos abf ff, and syr pesh; also + 
_ nos (post oportet) 7.. 
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xvi. 11. — in (ef. syr 8) adest in graec., et latt. except. 
DEG (A). 

(Hiat 7°, xvi. 16-xvii. 7.) 

xvii. 8. + mihi (post para) = syr cu and S and 
pesh and Diatess with Greek 8 only, 
abd (contra D*) f gr R and some 
Coptic MSS. (7Zisch neglects d).T 

xvii. 13. vocem + suam = syr cu S and pesh and 
Diatess with a D only of Latins, against 
Greek (Tisch does not mention this, 
and Baethgen overlooks it). Cf. de. 

Xvii. 21 (cnit.) — neque = syr cu and §, substi- 
tuting “and” for neque; no Greeks 
omit, nor Diatess, nor syr pesh, nor 
other Latins. [Baethgen repeats ovde 
without reason. ] . 

( xvii. 24. —in die sua with abcde with Greek 
BD 220; and compare, instead of ita 
erit filius hominis in die sua, the ita erit 
dies filia hominis of syr cu and &. ) 

( xvii. 25. — illum alone of Latins and Greeks, and 
compare syr. ) 

xvii. 27. dabant = syr; r, only with X* Z?. 

xvii. 28. + et (ante plantabant) = syr cu (syr S 
fails owing to omission of a line) and 
pesh and Diatess, against Greek and 
Latins. [Baethgen omits xa. | 


} In using Tischendorf one must always remember that when 
quoting D* he suppresses d among the Latins, leaving one to 
infer that d agrees with D® unless otherwise stated. 
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( xviii. 4. r,, with Cd qr (8), reads et hominem non 
for nec hominem, with syr and Diatess 
and large body of Greeks, against 
8 BL X 157 ovde, and the rest of the 
Latins. ) 

xviii. 9. similitudinem with syr cu S (Burkitt 
interpr.) and beeff,lqr  (mapaBornv). 

abd. spernebant (for aspernabantur) with 
several Latins and syr (gk ecfouOe- 
vouvTas). 

Xvili. 12. decimas decimata de ommbus. Cf. syr “I 
tithe everything.’ Cf ‘“decimas 
dono omn.”’ a, ‘“‘decimo omn.” dig, 
**decimor omn.”’ 6, (decimas do omnium 
most). 

[xviii. 16. vocavit eos dixit r,; (imperavit eis 
dicens a;) so later syr (not cu S 
= And, he, Jesus, saith to them) and 
Greek 8(B)L DG fam 1; the others 
mpocKkahecapmevos avta evrev With most 
Latins convocans illos dixit. 

xviii. 19. ait (pro dixit) cf. syr (non gr, nec latt). 

ibid. nemo + est = syr [Baethgen omits] (non 
gr, non lat), a er however have it. 

xviii. 24. introire (pro intrabunt), cf. syr. (gk 
evamopevovta) intrare apparently Dy 
only besides r, introire; and D un- 
doubtedly used the parent of r, 
throughout. . 

xviii. 25. — intrare, 7, with ae ff, 7 and syr S and 
pesh (not cu); no Greeks omit. 

M 
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xviii. 39. — multo magis, 7, alone. — multo syr 


cu $ Diatess and d with D*. 


xix. 2. qui vocatur (pro vir) = syr 8: cujus 


abid. 


Babee N 


six: 


xix. 39. 


xix. 40. 


xix, 41. 


nomen erat; syr cu cujus nomen 
(erat); ¢ only gives gui vocabatur and 6 
(following his Greek ovopart kahoupevos 
with some other Greeks) nom. vocatus ; 
(vocatus Diatess). 

+ erat (post dives) = syr [not Diatess] 
with some Greeks and some Latins. 

fici (prosycomorum) Cf. syr. All Latins 
sycomorum and Greeks ovxopopeay or 
varieties of spelling. See Burkitt’s 
footnote to syr; Gwill = in ficum syl- 
vestrem; in morum d; in arbore e 
(— sycomorum) ; “ into an unripe fig- 
tree’ Diatess. | 

reddam (pro reddo) with Ephr. only and 
coptic against syr cu S,. Diatess, and 
Aphraat., and all Greeks and Latins. 
(Hiat 9, xix. 10-38.) 

+ illos (post increpa) = “‘illos discipulos 
tuos’’; this is conflating the syr cu § 
‘illos”? (so a c ff, i 1 s3; no Greeks) 
with tous pabyrats cov of the Greeks 
and other Latins. 

— quia, sy7 cu. S and Diatess with Latins 
Kacef,ilrs and Greek B* with 
10 sympathetic cursives. 

cum (pro ut) = syr and Diatess with lat 
ad ff, r. All Greeks as (quomodo ¢ ¢). 
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xx. 5. + nobis (post dicet) with six Vulgates 
(BEGOQR, of which at least EQ R 
and probably BO belong to the 7, 
group of common influences), ac g. 
Lgraur and syr omn. with only C* 

| Greek. 
aid. — ergo with four Vulgates (E ® MZ*) cr 
syr (“et quare”’) and Greek NBEG, 
| ete. 
xx. 6. + omnes enim (post enim). Compare 
syr 8 = “they will be stoning us, for all 
the people...” 
while syr cu = all the people will be stoning us. 
Diatess: “we fear that the people will 
stone us, all of them.”’ 
Compare D® d = 
ABacer HAAS O aos ATAS TETELOMLEVOL yap ogee 
lapidabit nos populus omnis scit enim. 

There is evidently a connection 
here with the past (see Mark). 

xx. 9. The omission of fuit by r, is significant 
(see »); evidently the original agreed 
more closely with Syriac ‘‘ departed ”’ 
and Greek “amednunoev’? and, the 
Latin of ade “peregrinatus est,” 
than with the vulg. ‘‘ peregre fuit.” 

It is significant that 7 reads, ex- 
ceptionally, “‘peregre multis tempo- 
ribus afuit’”; Note Diatessaron: 
‘‘and went to a distance for a long 


time.”’ 
M 2 
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xx. 13. Again here, the omission of dilectum (with 


/) has some significance, as the old 
order is doubtful, syr S having my 
son, my beloved, for my beloved son, 
leading to hesitation and error in 
ancient editing ; unicum e. 
xx. 19. sED timuerunt pop. cognoverunt (— enim 
seq); sed instead of et 1». 
so d timuerunt AUTEM pop. scierunt (+ enim) 
and é re ey ,», intellexerunt(+ enim) 
and D® edoByOynoav de tov Kaov eyvwoav yap. 
The Peshitto agrees with 7, d and e. 
Now notice syr cu (S omits the 
clause) : ‘for they had known that 
against them he said it; and they 
were afraid of the people.” Although 
it inverts the two clauses, it preserves 
the sed. 

xx. 20. “simularent se justos esse” appears to 
conform to both Greek and Syriac 
order better than any other Latin 
except 7 with which it agrees exactly. 

Wordsworth’s note here is confused 
and inexact, losing the point for r 
(he neglects r, throughout). (Dviatess- 
aron omits.) 

xx. 31. tertius (+ similiter) accepit illam (— 
similiter). 

Thus r, with a, as to order, and 
syr, against Greek. 

The syr however [not Dvuatess = 
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a7r,] conflates with a double similiter, 


or as Gwilliam expresses it rursus .. et 
similiter. 

xx. 34. the ‘generant et generantur’ of acel 
Cypr is nearest to the Syriac cu and 
S (Burkitt, vol ii, p. 299), but the 
nascuntur et generant of r7r.is only an 
inverted order. Cf. ff, iq gat®* “ gener- 
antur et generant,’? D® yevvwrvtar Kae 
yervwoow (d pariuntur et pariunt). 

d therefore agrees with r and ~, ff, 
2 and g, against acel syr cu and S. 
The question of order can be left 
undecided, while they all agree as to 
the essential point. 

Burkitt quotes J/ren in this connec- 
tion with acel Cypr. I do not find 
a reference to this passage in Irenaeus. 

xx. 36. nam erunt similes angelis dei quia 

resurrectionis filii dei sunt. 

Compare the Syriac and some other 
Latins, and especially the Syriac- 
Greek MS. 157; Diatess agrees in the 
first part, but the Jatter agrees with 
Vulgate. 

xx. 44. + si (ante dauid) clearly syr (and arm) 
against Greek, and with the Latins 
céff2q; further r, transposes vocut, 
putting it earlier in the verse after 
David, apparently alone among Latins 
and Greeks. 
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il jin. + tempestates with DQ cfilqrs; 
+et hiemes a Orig, which syr cu had 
already conflated to “great winter- 
storms”? (om. syr 8); tempestates 
permagnae pesh (cf. Diatess). 

xxi. 12. + vos (post tradentes) apparently new 
with syr and WDhvatess. [Baethgen 
omits. | 

xxi. 35. orbis terrae (pro omnis terrae) with 
D™ Q yp. This is undoubtedly a pure 
reflection of syr cu and 8; Burkitt 
(text) renders ‘‘on the surface of the 
earth ;”’ literally they vary; cu = 
“mouth of’ S = “face of; “on 
the face of the whole earth”? Diatess ; 
D* M ff simply omit omnis with 
fren and Greek 1 108 131. The 
other Greeks only recognise ztacys. 
{Baethgen renders em: tpocwmov tys 
yns: | 

xxi. 38. ut audirent (pro audire) C7. syr; all 
others (but 7 = ut audiret) have audire 
and Greek axovew,. 

xxii. 3. qui erat unus (pro unum) with (de) and 
syr. “Diatess. who was of the number ;” 
gr. OvTa. 

xxii. 8. euntes + et (ante parate) So apparently 
old syr alone and Diatess, 

xxi. 24. — et syr cu and S (not pesh) with 8 127* 
515 only of Greeks and abcfrilgrp 
and Vulgates CT DQ R (= 7). 
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xi 34. “ter ME abneges nosse ME” = syr 
cu and § and Diatess with d only 
(and D® pe amapynon py evdevar pe) 
all having the double negative, 
however. 


(Hiat 7, xxii. 35-59 et ab xxiii. 14 fin.) 
me in St. John note the Syriac readings of 7». 


¥. 13, Compare syr S Diatess and sede Syr and 
treatment in 75. 

v. 20. Compare et for ut r, and syr cu (S illeg.) 
treatment of end of 20/21 instead of ut 
vos miremim = “and do not wonder” 
[not so Diatess]. 

v.43. nomine suo + proprio C/. -syr and 
Diatess. 

_y. 46. — forsitan 7, with a eg and syr and 
Diatess (cf. gk). 

vi. 10. et discubuerunt (pro dise. ergo) 7, and 
D egwith syr cu S (male Baethgen) 
and pesh, hier and Diatess. Some 
Greeks (cf. Mark), against many 
Greeks and later Syriac’s ov». 

vi. 12. frag. quae superaverunt syr order 
against Latin and Greek. 

viii. 19. — iesus syr cu and §S [not Diatess]. 

viii. 28. nihil facio Cf. syr order (more exactly 
expressed by } ») against Greek and 
Latin. 

viii. 29. + et (post est) with DOW vg bep and 
gr LX 1 249 and syr and Diatess, 
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ix. 7. Compare treatment of: 


ix. 


Diatess: go and wash thyself in the washing 
of Shiloha. 

e: vade ad piscinam siloam quod interp. 
missus et laua oculos tuos. 

r,: vade et laua in natatoriam siloae 
quod interp. missus; abiit ergo 
et lauit oculos suos et venit videns. 

syr 8: Go wash thy face with a washing of 
Shiloah; and when he washed 
his face his eyes were opened (c/. 
copt). 


16. + autem (post alii) = syr and Diatess with 


cd W and vg + gr SBD and copt. 


ix. 18. — ergo with syr, Diatess and some Old 


ix. 


Latins and Greek D. 


19. — quem vos dicitis. Observe different 


treatment in syr S: If this is your 
son say ye not that he was born 
blind. r, reads hic est jilius vester et 
quia caecus natus est. [Diatess ‘ whether 
this be your son whom ye said that 
he was born blind.’’] 


ix. 30. — et prim. = syr 8. 
ix. 41. autem (pro vero) = syr S and Diatess and 


delaqr8éyp (gr. vuv de). 
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VIL. 


THE style of rv, in errors is exceedingly like that 


of &. 


Perhaps the worst is: 


xx, 6: 


LUKE. 
laudabit pro lapidabit (reminds one of k’s 
pascitur for wrascitur in Matt. v. 22!, 
or verax for vorax Matt. xi. 19). 


See also: 


viii. 14. 
ix. 18. 
x. 22. 
(x. 33. 


SS. 


2 ae Bp 
<i rou. 
xi. 49. 


xiii. 15. 


xiii. 16. 
xii. 22. 
xv. 27. 
SVIE ois 


voluntatibus pro voluptatibus. 

consummasset pro solus esset. 

nemo missit scit pro nemo scit. 

misericordia motus) motatus probably for 
misertus of ac d. 

ero pro ego. 

partem pro patrem. 

invitis pro ninevitis. 

ex ibis pro ex illis (this is different, how- 
ever, probably from ez ilis). 

ut ducit adequet pro et ducit adaquare 
(et adaquat ade pro adaquare). 

isto disapati pro isto die sabbati. 

habiit pro ibat. 

filium pro frater. 

om. octoginta. 
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xvii 14, Addition in, from xvii. 11. 
Xvii. 26. — et in diebus (sec. loco). 

Of rather a different nature is + parabulam 
intendien after invitatus (prim.) Luke xiv. 8; nor 
can bados for cados Luke xvi. 6 come under this 
head ; bados follows Greek Barovs, while D® = lat. 
with xadovs. 

xviii. 17. — sicut puer. 
Xviil. 28. “‘relictis retibus nostris”’ r, and 0 for 


xx. 
xX, 
xX 

XXi. 

Xxi. 


Xx. 
XX1. 


Xxi. 
5. ai 


XX. 


14, 
18. 


12. 


36, 
38. 


1d. 
12. 


“‘relictis rebusnos”’ of ff, 7, ‘‘ rel. omn. 
rebus nos”? cg (other Old Latins also 
use ablative absolute) for the Vulgate 
dimisimus omnia. Here r, got retibus 
from rebus of r; while ¢ corrected 
retibus of b to rebus ! 

interrogo vo pro interrogabo. 

venisent pro vidissent. 

supra autem quem po supra quem autem. 

recipiens pro respiciens. 

+ in domum dei pro in donum dei (ez ver. 
4 with e). 

milli pro illi. 

incipient (followed by R) pro inicient; 
but 7, (more k) goes beyond this and 
writes incipient vobis manus suas + in- 
weccere imiecere ! 

ira* pro ista. 

mancipabat pro manicabat. 

MATTHEW. 
omnes p7o homines. 
patres pro pares. 
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Matt. 
xx, 20. ait pro accessit. 


ibid. petrus pro petens. 
xxi. 9. qui sedebant pro quae sequebantur. 
xxi. 21. mundi pro monti. 
xxi. 45. fabulas pro parabulas. 
xxi. 46. inveniarunt pro timuerunt. 
xxii. 19. novisime censum p7o nomisma census. 
xxii. 42. operibus pro Christi. 
ibid, fidelis pro filius. 
Xxill. 23. pacem autem pro haec. 
xxv. 19. pumultum pro post multum. 
xxv. 32. speravit pro separabit. 
(Abbott wrongly verse 31.) 
xxvi. 16. quaerebant pro quaerebat [ They, instead 
of Judas, were seeking to betray 
(with X*)]. 
xxvi. 57. sacerdotes pro seniores. 
xxvi. 73. acciperunt pro accesserunt. 
xxvii. 3. videns iis iudas pro Tune videns iudas. 
xxvul. 12. acesit pro accusaretur. 

Long stretches occur without serious trouble of 
this kind. A curious place occurs suddenly at 
xxvii. 5 where the scribe writes arcadgabuthé for 
argenters ! 

In Mark we notice: 

i. 6. aediabat (pro edebat). 


i. 10. ascendien. 
i. 45. defamare (pro diffamare) D E ® R*. 


ibid. mane feste (pro manifeste). 
ii. 4. patrefacientes (pro patefac.). 
ii. 22. uteros (pro utres). 
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Mark 


ii, 23. praetergredi (pro praegredi). 
iv. 26. faciat (pro jaciat) also D ® O Z*. 
v. 21. + mirabantur post cum. 
ibid. invenit (pro convenit). 
v. 28. tetigere (pro tetigero). 
v.29. —a cum DEW®*. 

vi. 25. statim confestionatione. 

vi. 35. ascenderunt (p7o accesserunt). 

vii. 5. manducavit homo (pro manducant). 

vii. 32. nudum (pro mutum). 

vii. 36. praedicebat (pro praecipiebat). 

This brings us to the place where & is extant in 

Mark: viii. 8/11; 14/16, 19-onwards. 

viii. 14. in via (pro in nave) r, and G_ not &. 

viii. 38. confidet eum (p70 confundetur eum)! Y 
reads confidetur and 7 confitetur, but 
kis extant and contradicts this testi- 
mony; 7, edited, for he elides ista 
adultera, and having written confessus 
has to adjust matters! 

ix. 1 (ix. 2). — illos alone. 

ibid. — seorsum alone. 

ix. 2 (3). splendida (—candida nimis) 6 and 7, 
only, splendida dr g (* G + candida 
nimis. 

ix. 17/18. diceret (pro eicerent). 

ix. 24/25. surge (pro surde) with 7. 

ix. 37/38. jacentem (pro eicientem). 

ix. 38/39. possuit (posuit D) pro possit 

> an! bt vicum (pro viam). 

Koon habebi (po habes). 


Mark 


2. ae 


Xi. 


xi. 
Xi. 
Xi. 


xi. 
Xi. 


Xl. 
Xil. 
xii. 


12. 
15. 
20. 


25. 
27. 


28. 
. adficiarunt. (adficerunt D) (adfecerunt 7). 
15. 
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(if Abbott gives the verse correctly) 
+ raboni post illi! 


. quid PETITIS for quid facitis is quite 


new, not even corresponding to the 
accounts in Matt and Luke. The syr8S 
is shorter here with simply “aught’”’ 
=7t the gk 1 fam. (both ex Matt); 
others have ‘“‘ why loose ye the colt ”’ 
(ez Lue.) viz. D® the 13 fam, 28 473 
604 and ab f ff, 7 arm. 


. *cederunt (with () de arb. et coederunt et 


straverunt in via”’; syr S omits the 
clause. r, changes the tense (compare 
aeth). 

in Bethania pro a Bethania. 

venerunt with a cf jf, goth, but only C*. 

mare (pro mane) [a c k omit the word ; not 
so syr; perhaps it came into r, from a 
late Irish hand and 7, mistook n for R. | 

det a (pro et sec.). 

ambularent plural with D Z*. The Greek 
could not be mistaken, wepurarovrtos 
avrov gen. abs.; in fact a d render 
with abl. abs. deambulante eo. 

ut ista faciens. 


vidiant (pro videam). 

(Note that & omits ut wideam; I 
know of no Greeks who omit iva ido ; 
syr omits ut; the omission in & is, 
however, significant as bearing on 
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Mark 


ye sil 


Xl. 


Xi. 


Xi. 
xii. 
Xi. 
xin 


Xi. 
Xili. 
X1li. 


Xiil. 
Xili. 
Xill. 
Xili, 


16. 
24, 


25. 


26. 
26. 
30. 
31. 
3. 
6. 
G 


13. 
18. 
24. 
26. 
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vidiant of 7, “that they may see it,” 
as at some time 7, had to supply /’s 
omission. 

+ denarium (ante caesaris). 

nec scientes (pro non scientes) so LQ W 
‘nescientes, no Old Latin but gq: 
‘agnorantes.’ 

mortui (pro a mortuis) apparently alone 
with DW against gk and syr. 

The reason of this, however, is, I 
think, quite plain. From the appear- 
ance of d and k, I judge that in the 
original of 7, mortuis was ‘ suspended,’ 
thus mor: 

mortui again, this time quite alone. 

rubrum. 

— Deum tuum (— Deum T). 

hujus (pro est illi). Compare Greek A. 

conteret (pro contra). 

veniunt. 

non (pro nondum) alone among Greeks, 
Latins and syr. No doubt an error of 
scribe, not shared by LW DQR, so 
that evidently their readings were 
obtained from the parent and not 
from 7, itself. 

nominibus (p70 nomen). 

— non. 

conculcabitur (pro contenebrabitur). 

nubibus + coeli by 7, (DL) and ¢ only 
(not gk nor extant sy7). 
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Mark 
xiii. 33. parate (pro orate) error, not shared by 


sympathetic Vulgates: & has, however, 
videte et pervigilate. There is some 
confusion hereabouts from hderere 
aypuTveELTe Kal mpooevyed Oe, KGL TPOOeEv= 
xeobe being omitted by BD 122 ack 
and T* Latin; syr S says “‘ Now be ye 
watchful and praying,” apparently 
easing up the Greek Bvemere aypumverte 
Kal. 

xiii. 37. — omnibus dico with Q* also D* (E) 473 
and a ff, i [not syr']. 

xiv. 3. recumbent (pro recumberet) probably re- 
cumbente originally (asad fig. 7 re- 
cumbente eo or illo, discubente illo #, 
recumbentis 5) = gr kataxeysevov. 

xiv. 27. scandalizemini (pro scandalabimini) is 
prob. from scandalum patiemini of & 
acilg and L Q (scandalizamini 
B Gx*). 

xiv. 32. coram (pro orem) [adoro £4; horem C O*]. 

xiv. 33. cedere (pro taedere vel tedere) [taedicere 
R; acediari, etc. a]. 

xiv. 40. rursus de novo (pro reversus denuo). 

xiv. 44. ducite cavete (pro ducite caute). 

There is no excuse for this, although 
there is much difference ; see Words- 
worth’s note, and add to it: syr places 
caute before adducite, thus “ apprehendite 
eum caute, et abducite eum’’ (Gwill), and 
“take hold of him warily and carry him 
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along” (Burkitt) and so Diatess [caute 
ducite A X™ Y]. Much shorter is & 
‘‘alligate et adducite”’ without caute or 
aodadws in either position. 

xiv. 46. — et tenuerunt eum with ® and Greek I. 
Greek F* omits the verse. 

xiv. 50. cruci[fi]xerunt (pro fugerunt) ! 

xiv. 61. dicebat (pro tacebat) ! 

xiv. 65. ministra a lapidibus eum caedebant (pro 
ministri alapis eum caed.). Error not 
shared by the sympathetic Vulgates. 

xiv. 70. est (pro es) Abbott does not say whether 
first or second. 

xiv. 71. anazemare. 

xiv. 71. — istum with Greek D K N [Gothic has 
been misquoted for this omission ; it 
has it] and five cursives (says Tisch.), 
no Latins, but £ omits quem dicitis and 
8 both rovrov and dv deyere. 

This is just the case where we want to know 
the character of the cursives Tisch. refers to. 
They are 27, 57, 64, 118*, 209. It may only be a 
coincidence, but two members of the 1 fam 
(Graeco-Syr.) are here present. 

xv. 7. seductiosis pro seditionis. 

xv. 44. arcessito D QR T / (L arcesito) pro ac- 
cersito. 

xv. 44/45. — interrogavit wsque ad centurione. 

This would seem to be an error. It 
is not exactly transition by homoiotel. 
from obisset (= mortuus esset) to mortuus 
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esset because the “ accersito (arcessito) 


centurione’’ intervenes. Please note, 
however, that » (a wanting) passes 
over from mortuus esset to mortuus esset, 
thus: Pilatus autem miratus est si 
jam mortuus esset. Et cum rescisset a 
centurione donavit corpus roseph. 

This should be noted, for it would be very 
important to link n to 7. Unfortunately 7, is 
wanting xv. 17-41, and the fragment n leaving 
off xiii. 20 begins again xv. 22 and runs to xvi. 13, 
covering this lacuna in 7. 

In this passage we observe : 

n = k in the omission xv. 24 super eis quis 
guid tolleret with jf, and no doubt 7; 
and D® d 157 vst 222 sem. syr S 
omitting 71s 7. apy (without omission 
of ém avira.) 
xy. 25. et custodiebant eum (pro et crucifixerunt 
eum) knand d (+ D® ka éfviaccor 
atvtov) ff, and r. 

This combination is not only note- 
worthy but conclusive, for Q (which 
we have proved copied the r, text) 
conflates here and actually adds “ et 
custodiebant eum’ after crucifixerunt 
eum. 

Thus the & n (=a wanting) dr, 
text is shown to be one, with the often 
sympathetic #, when not exedited. 
And the lacuna of 7, is actually sup- 

N 
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plied by Q’s testimony, coupled with 
kn. 

Note in xv. 28 (verse wanting in k syr 8S, but 
present in n, syr pesh and lier omn and 
Diatess) that n and r agree in aestima- 
tus for reputatus. 

xv. 29. n = qui transiebant (with pesh; syr 8 omits) 
against praetereuntes d k and the rest. 

xv. 31. Note ad alis alium of n (wanting a b q) 
connecting further with a Syriac base. 

xv. 32. Note also increpabant of n (subsannabant k) 
against conviciabantur of Vulgates and 
cd ff, ete. 

xv. 36. Note also potionavit of n (potavit k) for 
potum dabat of the rest. (Gr. eori€ev.) 

xv. 38. We catch a note of 7, here also, for in 
duas + partes is read by n, as also by 
gat. 1, and LQ (which we have proved 
before = 7). (in duabus partibus q.) 

xv. 40. n reads expectantes, k spectantes; n and & 
read iosetis (for ioseph) with Greek 
&°BD [non d] L (A) the 1 fam, 13 
fam, 33 473 copt against all others. 

We say nothing of B (= sympathetic to 7,), but 
nand B agree in emisit spiritum (vers. 
37 and 39) [¢]. 

Note. k=n can be seen beyond the lacuna 
(xv. 4l-xvi. 13 n,: xv. 41-xvi. 8 k) 
together, as at xv. 46 empta (pro 
mercatus). 

xvi. 4, —lapidem. Probably an error, not shared 
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by the sympathetic Vulgates, Lus, 
omits, substituting adrov. 

xvi. 7. discite (pro dicite). 

xvi. 11. vivus (pro visus). So L. 

xvi. 13. audientes (pro euntes). 

xvi. 17. nobis (pro novis). So LMOZ* fh. 

xvi. 20. quo operantem (pro cooperante). C= 
quo operante ; (adjuvante c jf, 0 ¢.) 

For a continuation of our comparison of 7, with 
Syriac see further on. 

Ido not give a list of the other singular read- 
ings of 7,, as many of them are errors of the scribe 
of 7,, and were not present in his exemplar. This 
we can check in a large measure, as many of these 
are not found in DQRWL, which undoubtedly 
handled the forerunner of 7%. 

On the other hand take Mk. xiv. 24. “This is 
my blood of the New Testament which is shed 
for you,” says 7, instead of pro multis (all Greeks 
and Syriac and & etc). ®* reads volis with r,, and 
D conflates with multis vobis! It is clear then 
that vobis was there when D and i* used it, but 
doubtless not an original reading, and when intro- 
duced into 7, is doubtful. 

& gz, add “in remissionem peccatorum”’ with Greek 
9 18 13-69 and two or three others and sah copt, 
but this is from St. Matthew. There was room 
here for any amount of “accommodation,” but for- 
tunately the passages have not suffered very much. 

These things can be traced to a certain extent 
with the keys in hand. Notice Mk. xiv. 27 

N 2 
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scandalizemint for scandalabimini; scandalizamini 
is read by BG X* (all having to do with 7), but 
the emin: probably came from the change from 
scandalum patiemint. of ackilgq which LQ found 
in the original of 7,, as this is what they give. _ 
The relations of L to 7, are extremely interest- 
ing, and would well repay anyone who should 
tabulate them. It might lead farther than sup- 
posed. lL used freely of the forerunner of 7, and 
is often very close, but L used other MSS. at the 
same time. 
At times, however, the differences give a clue 
to what was the original of 7. 
Mk. xiv. 45 rv, writes invenissent alone .. accedens. 
Not so L. L follows & (and a ete.) with et accessit. 
Dimma and Mulling agree in many of the sin- 
gular readings of L. 
At first sight it seems rather disappointing not 
to find the extraordinary word-forms of & in 1,, 
such as: 
in Mark: innulletur, ieidere, cavernam, devocasti, 
adorare (pro ad orandum), novellavit, 
capitularium, sensate, libenter, satagare, ea- 
secrationem, inopia, quassavit, exterminium, 
polliciti, sacrificarent, hospitium, liens, 
circumamictus, paria, 

in Matt.: latenter, imbecillitas, eruciatibus, expalma- 
verit, posco, stipulam, obsecro, corripio, 
graviter, malacia, symphoniacos (= d), 
contentio, adceleravit (for praevenit or ad- 
propinquavit), consumpserunt (Matt. xiii. 4, 
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cf. syr 8), aiunt, oblectamentuin, exurendum, 

adoluerit, negotianti, eruditus (= e), igno- 

bilis, causas (xiv. 16), 
although in most of the places where these words 
occur 7, is wanting. They may have been all 
exedited, but r, itself is far from being free from 
idiosyncrasies (such as conscriptio, Matt. xxii. 20) ; 
circa tor juxta (Luke ii. 9); anxior (Luke xii. 50) ; 
discernere for probare (Luke xii. 56); perducat (for 
trahat), Luke xii. 58; exite (for ite), Luke xvii. 14; 
et insuper flagellabitur (Luke xviii. 32); cacobum for 
tohannem xxii. 8; ieccisset for invenisset, John ix. 35; 
requiabat for faciebat, John v. 16 [compare & requies- 
cere for reficiam, Matt. xi. 28; (requiescere faciam f)], 
so that we must look further when we find & and 
vr, agreeing in readings, if not in renderings. 

And this becomes of vital importance, for if & 
had been accommodated to the Vulgate, we could 
still tell (as with the Vulg. codices CT) that it 
went back to Cyprian’s time from its treatment of 
the word crucify, 
in Mark xv. (ver. 13, cruci eum fige, 

ver. 14, cruci eum fige, 

ver. 15, figendum cruci, 

ver. 20, ad figendum, 

ver. 24, cruci eum fixerunt, 

ver. 32, cum eo fixi erant latrones), 
which is the treatment given by CT and the 
anonymous writer de Lebapt. in 250 or earlier.f 





+ A reference to Matt. xxvii. 44 in this connection may help 
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It becomes of vital importance, I say, because 
it shows that the fundamental text of 7, is another 
and probably earlier Latin version from similar 
Graeco-Syriac sources, which go back of Cyprian 
and Tertullian’s times. 

The interesting part of this Syriac base, as 
shown previously for the Syriac at length, is that 
it is not by any means pure Syriac, but that the 
Greek was also freely used. 

For alongside of the curious obsecrabat of & in 
Mark viii. 32 (which is clearly traceable only to 
the extraordinary rendering of the Old Syriac) we 
find such pure transliterated Graecisms as discolum 
(x. 24), anastasion (xii. 23), and even moseos (xii. 26), 
eleon (xi. 1), eremum (Matt. xi. 7). 

We therefore establish our hypothesis of a triglot 
very early. If Burkitt stops his Curetonian Syriac 
at A.D. 200 we cannot help it. But evidently 
there was an earlier Syriac, long before this Syriac 
saw the light. 





date A H X Y Zand their forebears as well as C T, for there 
A* H* X* Z* Y as well as C T have fixi erant for crucifixi erant. 

See the martyrdom of Polycarp, where on his martyr-pyre he 
did not wish to be “fixed.” This expression therefore obtained 
whether of nailing to a cross or to any post. 

As regards D. Dimma, a b e ff, qr, besides C T and & in this 
respect, please consult Appendix II: on St. John xix. 6, 15, 16, 
18, 23, 32, 41. Dimma again in Luke xxiv. 20 retains this cruci 
eum fixerunt with be el Aug, and as regards Dimma and C T 
going to the same roots, note John x. 12 + autem T Dimma and 
the printed Vulgate alone. 
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VIII. 


Tus brings us back to a d ¢ again. 
It is useless to bark up the trees of varying 
Latin forms, such as: 
oceidere, interficere, jugulare, necare, 


or glorifico, magnifico, clarifico, 

or vicos, castella, municipia, 

or dux, rex, praeses, potestas, 

or protinus, statim, continuo, confestim, 
or amplius, prolixius, abundantius. 

or celerius, velocius, citius. 


These are not going to help us. 

African forms are not going to help us. 

Sanday rather harps on fuller Latin materials 
being before us, which will eventually help to solve 
the problem, and again p. Ixvii he goes quite wrong. 

He says: ‘“‘The common archetype of k and 
Cyprian is, if not quite, yet very nearly the most 
primitive form that we can trace. Every step 
that we take towards recovering it seems to widen 
the gap which separates it from the other stem or 
stems, including « } and d.” 

The whole object of this essay is to show that 
this is false. 

In the first place, according to Sanday and Von 
Soden, 4 = ¢, but this is not so. eis more African 
than &. While ¢ has a deep Syriac stem, it exhibits 
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to our view many later influences at work, between 
200 and 300 a.p. 4, notwithstanding its African- 
isms and curiosities, has a purer Syriac base and 
= r, [in some respects, however, 7, lies back earlier 
than k]. Now k-7, was derived partially from r 
(=a+d) and partially from other sources, but 
the ard common base is seen at several places 
(to take one Gospel for convenience, as in St. 
Luke Wordsworth gives the Old Latin references) : 


iv. 40. occidente autem sole adrandé up. 
v. 29. cenam ad 
vill. 34. agros OL) a ema 
vill. 45 and ix. 33. magister od Og. 


x. 15. usque ad caelum exaltaveris a d r. 
xi. 37. + autem adr and e6. 
xi. 51. exquiretur a is 
xii. 9. abnegabitur adrandcp. 
xiv. 34. whole arrangement advr and e. 
xvii. 13. magister adr and 7, 
xviil. 17. infans (infantem d) Gar, 
xix. 37. coepit omnis multitudo adr. 
xx. 10, 11. vacuum adr. 
(See also xx. 34) xx. 35. nubuntur advrand 
Cyprian. 
xxil. 47. accedens adr. 
xxl. 53. essem ad. 
xxii. 54. autem (pro vero) Gene CAL, 
xxii. 70. dixit adr. 
xxiv. 4. adstiterunt a(d)r f (c). 
xxiv. 19. verbo adr gat. 
xxiv. 37. putabant ad.) 
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Luke 
- You cannot separate the MSS., for a r are found 


together at: 
ii 22,383 i000; vil. 11, 20; vitiyl; 22; 24, 
34, 45; ix. 33; see also 


ix. 61. ire et nuntiare ar. 
x. 35. + diligenter ar. 
xi. 14. cum eiceret Oy i. 
xi. 37. loquente autem eo a 7. 
xi. 44. ignorant ar. 
xii. 11. principes Gt (Ed). 
xu. 23. plusquam Citi Oe Ki Ease, 
xii. 33. consumit ar. 
xiv. 21. renuntiauit Quine) 
m7, 28,29, 343. xiv, 1, 15,23: 
xiv. 27. portat an Ms ier, 
xv. 32. quoniam OL: 
xvi. 2. +dominus suus ar. Hy." 
i ea Ae ee ar gttgCEJKZ. 
xvi. 15. scit ar, 
Xvi 9,16, 18% xvill, 30; xix/32: xxiu..5, 15,56; 
Xxiil. 23. inquirebant ar. 
xxill. 10. vehementer aT, 
xxi. 36. inridebant ar. 
xxiv. 13. — ipsa die PALI 
xxiv. 17. ad alterutrum ar gat. 


You cannot separate ad nor ae. That is to 
say that on close introspection the base of the 
ad conjunction is not ‘ European,” for the con- 
junction ae in other places, which is also not 
‘¢ African,’ shows that the base of ad ¢ is one, as 
shown on pp. 175, 176. 
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You cannot. separate ad, for in readings they 
agree (within the same limits) in these, among 
other places : 


. 


cai 19. committens a a. 
ui, 14. sufficientes ad. 
v. 16. desertis a d. 
vi. 1. Et factum est ad-¥, D*. 
vi. 39. incident ad (gr. BDL ete. ep- 
TEC OUVTAL). 
viii. 14. in spinas ad f,lEGWoar. syr. 


vill. 27. — quidam ad, TAs De hestl 250. 
vill. 43. mulier quae = ad. 
xi. 21. substantia sa d syr. 


facultates ejus J a, c copt. 
xi. 21. omit aa” (> De 
Xvi. 23. aut ad. 
xxl. 6. — quae ad ‘eg, 0 -¢ EEO) 


or DIL. “arnt, 
xxi. 36. omnia eet a. 


haec omnia d. 
xxii, 20. omit ad be ff,il, D® syr. 
xxii. 42. —verumtamenad ff, syr. 
xxi, 48. — ei a d. 
xxiii. 14. [inveni] ad fhép, gr syr copt. 


xxill. 35. subsannabant ad. 
and in renderings: 
il. 25. super eum ad «gr syr. 
v. 5. magister a d. 
v. 14. purgatione a, purificatione d (Rell 
mundatione vel 
emund.), 


Luke 


vii. 
Vil. 
Vii. 


viii. 


Vlii. 


Vili. 


viii. 
viii. 
Vili. 
viii. 
1x. 
i< 


1X. 


1X. 


1X; 
Dal 


Xil. 
Xiii. 


i, 42. 
30. 
18. 


32. 


15. 


35. 
36. 
40. 
52. 
13. 
25. 
ibid. 


32. 
ix. 34. 
39. 
42. 
33. 
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2. incipiebat mori a d. 


Py. 


hoc verbum | d. 
verbum hoc j a. 
infantibus ad (pro pueris) gr mat- 
Sious ut SYP. 
. circuibat ad (circuiret c, peram- 


bulabat ¢) Pell iter 
fac., gr Suwdever. 


. propter quodnon ad (e propterea quod 


non pro quia non) ; 


gr Sa To py. 
dant fruct. a 4g syr. 
fructificant @ Ppp zor. 
et (pro ac) ad. Jp 
adnuntiauerunt a d. 
revertetur a d. 
plorabant ad (pro flebant). 
populum hune ad. 
lucrari a d. 
jacturam a. 
jactum } d. 
gloriam A acre: 
dicente ad. 
recedit a recedet d. 
adlisit a d. 
occulto a. 
occultum } d, 
quoniam ad. 
accedit ad cesyr Aug. 


similabo d (d). 


adsimilabo 0, 6 
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xv. 20. incubuit “die hers De, 
eee ; | Fell ducit ete. 
nubens d 
xvii. 2. projectus esset ad. 
Xviil. 6. obaudisset ad bf, s. 
Xvi. 8. super terram ad b Tren, Hil. Ambr. 


Hier octies. 
xix. 41. adpropinquasset 


adpropiasset as 3 

xxi. 12. inmittent a. 

mittent } d. 

xxi. 26. a timore a d. 

xxi. 27. gloria ad. 

xxi. 28. liberatio ad. 
xxili. 26. adpraehendentes a d. 
xxiii. 51. iudaeorum hl PEO 
xxiii. 56, quieverunt \ a via { oh cya 

requieverunt d 
Xxiv. 9. reversae fe ie 
xxiv. 10. magda!ena ad 


Besides many other places as x. 2, 20, 31, 34; 
xiv Gl > xi 3, 18, 3] pail. 1, 6, epee 2, Oe 
xy. Tl, 14; 20, 3l so xyi 4, 22,26 vexvireisace, 
xviii: 10, 2386s xix 2), 22.97. 2s ese Oeil, 
56, 38; xxi, 15; 18; SL: xx. 119 1315; 22240, 
645643 xxiii, 3, 11,138,835, 383 =x in 5, Te 

We see a ¢ ¢ together: 

Luke vi. 4 accepit, and elsewhere, vii. 4, 11, 28 ; 
Vill. 28 ;ix. 26,37, 38,46; x. 8: xizbBiixiio 13380; 
xx. 10, 35; xxi. 10; xxii. 32; xxiv. 15, 33; also 
Luke xxiv. 36 — autem. 


We see 
Luke 


as Oey 
vi. 35. 
wih, 2: 
vu. 9. 
1X. 


ix. 39. 
ix. 41. 


> 
ot 


= ¢ Wage 


0 


Xi. 
<i, 
xe: 
xii. 16. 
Si: 
Baye) Dy, 
RAV 1 


oo =I 
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a e together: 


quidnam 

et accusare 
nequas 

carus 

sequenti se turbae 
respiciens 


arripit 
— et perversa 


. elegit autem 


nolite migrare 
— etiam 
+ ipse 


discentibus .. discentes 


eum 


. triennium est 
. sine 


cum sit filia 

qui adversabantur 
si ceciderit 
denotans 
invitatus 
prandium 
vescitur 


+ quaerens 


. necessaria 


agro suo 
actum administrare 


. defecerit vobis 
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ae. 

ae. 

ae. 

ae. 

ae. 

Fist 
(aspiciens d). 

ae. 

ae. 

meals (cfeDS): 

Gioion f 

We is (ee DE): 

CL. 

a 

ae. 

ae. 

ae. 

ae. 

a (ae) € 

a (e). 

a, notans e. 

ae. 

ae, 

ae. 


(ff). 


. relinquit a, relinquet e¢ (cf. gr. Karaheuret). 


a é. 
a é, 
a é. 
a é, 
a é 
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Luke 


xvi. 14. inridebant cae. 
xvi. 17. transire ae. 
xvii. 3. corripe aoe me, 
xvii. 6. plantare a e. 
xvii. 9. —nonputo ae (gr.NBLX ete. syr). 
xvii. 31. revertatur a e. 
xviil. 11. intra se a e. 
xviii. 30. futuro ae peP™KMWRWY ZG. 
xx. l. pontifices a e (et xxii. 2). 
xx. 19. quaesierunt ae. 
xx. 39. de scribis ae. 
xx. 46. cavete ae Sur 


xxi, 11. + quoque ae (cf. gr). 
xxi. 20. circumdatam a e. 
xxi. 31. in proximo ae. 


xxi. 32. transiet a e. 
xxii. 31. postulavit ae  Cypr. 
xxiil. 46. — ait GiGi: 
xxiv. 6. memoramini @e. 
xxiv. 50. — foras ae pgr. SBC*L. 


Also: vil. 19s: x. 345 xive8l, 32) xvin Ose 
Xvi. 20, 29.27: xix. 16,474 xxl Clee ee 
xxiv. 35. (See /renande adsistat for superveniat.) 

As indeed : 
we at vi. 39, 483 vi, Wy 1G 2he2s wae 

Ty 18,°19,-20,-38,.39, 56S ss O13 S61= 
x, 34, °302- xi..L So aie ea er) 
123 xv. 9, 21s) xxii 2) 4518. 23.2262 
xxiv. 4, 10; 

As also: 
abe virlTs x28: xi baxwl ies ok 
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~- We seeaer: 


xxi. 9. bella aer 1,8 Tert. 
xviii. 19. testaer ry syr (against Greek, all 
Vulgates, and other Old Latin). 
also vill. 243, ix. 11; xiii. 7; xiv. 21;° xix. 23; 
RX dels Xx. SS: 
We see dr and St. Patrick: 
xi. 23. contra dr 6D vg Patr. Hier in Esai 
(Zell adversus vel adversum). 
xiv. 32. adhuc eo longe estdr = (e). 
You cannot separate them. We see ade at: 
i. 68. populo suo ade tren Cypr. 
ii. 14. concusseritis ade. 


vi. 17. populi Wdees aC. 
xi. 53. [autem] ade ecdvg (fell om.). 
xv. 14. —postquam ade. 
xviii. 15. offerebant aie, NEY. 
xx. 9. peregrinatus est ad e. 
xxi. 7, magister die. 8y 
xxiv. 8. memoratae ade. 


and again, ad e as follows: 

ii. 42. ascenderunt. 
v. 38. ambo. 

viii. 25. aquae = syr gk. 
ix. 6. exeuntes. 
ix. 8. — unus. 
ix. 13. noseuntes andc 6. 
ix. 16. dabat (pro distribuit); deditc frp gr syr. 
x. 3l. per viam illam. 
xi. 45. doctoribus; xiv. 3 doctores. 
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Luke 


Xi. 


Mile 
Xiil. 
xii. 
xy. 
Xiv. 

>a 'p 

xv. 

ive 
xvi. 

Xvii. 
XVIi. 
Xvill. 
XVili. 
xix. 
Xx. 
xtk: 

xx. 

xx; 

Xx. 

xx; 

xx 

xx. 
ak: 
xt, 

xxl, 
xxi 


46. 
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uno digitorum vestrorum a d + 6 (uno 
ex digitis ¢). 


6. in conspectu. 


found 


. — in. Also CD T + D*® 69. 
. adaquat. 

34. 
35. 
26. 
28. 
28. 
. confundor. 
22. 
27. 
ihe 
22. 
. abrahae est +8. 
11. 
37. 
. adstiterunt a e (adsisterunt d) (cf. syr). 


infatuatum fuerit. 
stercore. 

pueris. 

iratus. 

autem. 


concupiscatis. 

nubebant + 6. | nubebantur. 
— etiam. 

caelis + gr. SABD Lete. 


juxta, 
— iam +ER+ gr. DMT etc. syr. 


2. et ( pro aut) +ER+ D*. 


6. 
Lt 
42. 
47. 
26. 
36. 

4, 
70. 


populus. 

alium. 

dexteram meam. 

comedunt. 

— universo sy. 

autem + gr. 8 BD. 
conlocutus. 

— ergo + gr. DKA syr. 


See also xiii. 14; xvi. 20; xvii. 2; xix. 11, 15; 


xx. 26, 35, 40; xxi. 26, 34; xxiv. 24. 


And see some examples amplified further on. 
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You see ade andr at: 


Te ee os ks ST) ch. 1 4, 
10, 233. xxiv. 42. 
edr at: il. 25 (evoeBys . . . evtaBys) 
and, if we wish to investigate further: 
MUG Os sxe, xiv. 23° XVili, 3: Xxu. 24 
xxiii. 34. 
abde iv. 24; xiv. 16. 
abe ix. 44; xvi. 6; xviii. 16. 
acd vi. 10, 34; vii. 16;-vili.:33; ix. 25, 58; 
X 2iy oo, XU, 1G, 22,27 3 xvwS > Xxil,. 665 
xxi, 26, 30, 32, 48 > xxiv. 9, 34, 
acdeé vii. 44; vui. 29,.56; ix. 3, 9, 14, 18, 26, 
42, 44, 46, 48, 50, 57; x. 25, 29, 34; 
Xi..0c. ki UO. B35 Kx. 2Se xxiv. ZL. 
23. die leeks 
Gre yil. 3: Xve8 se xvi. 7s Xxiii.-5, 
adcr xii.9; xv. 5; xxii. 69; xxiii. 28. 
GEre 1.130; UN. to: vi, 22: vin. 7: xi, 505 
XVie cls Sx ol. 
abr viii. 49; ix. 50; xviii. 2; xxiii. 41. 
abdr ix. 33. 
abder xviii. 34. 
geader viv 30, 38; ix, 47,50; xii. 10; xxii. 22; 
xxiv. 18, 24, 52. 
iii. 25 — qui fuit matth.) without 
abcel* (r) quifuit Amos. ; Greek or Sy. 
iii, 26 — qui fuit maath.) authority. 


besides the larger groups of course covering the 


above and others. 
O 
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Luke 


You see the whole body of Latins and syr. 
ii. 13. exercitus abcefil arr, gat GR 


Iren syr. 
xi. 48. + ergo — abd figqrrep MW Lucifer 
sy. 
xii. 27. neque abdefil@s syr vg (pro 
non), 
xvi. 13. unum(prouni)abdgqrr, K. 
xvi. 31. ierit etc. abe(dr)e ff,ilq(Lren) syr. 


xix, 22. tollo... metoadeey7,1. tors) Be 
Lucifer syr. 
xxii. 1. adpropiauit 6 (de) fi,rl qr syr. 


xxli. 7. paschae a0dey,1tr D® sur cu. 
xxii. 20. omit abdég,2t D® sy. 
xxii. 6. a galilea abeffilgr fg D* (fell 

de galilea ; cd galileus). 
xxiv. 34. visus est Ob C de al Fits 


xxiv. 51. om. claus. abdefi,l Aug. 8* Dsyr. 


or in another Gospel, as in Matthew: 
Matt. 


viii. 2. + quidam abcfhg,q (hat d)+DLQRyz 
(and prob. 7.) with syr against Greek 
and only 7, k 1 6. 

x. 18. stabitis for ducemini all Old Latin (but 
f) Wurzburg J, ren. Cypr. etc D® 111 
and syr S, against all other Greeks 
and pesh. 

xiii. 26. — et (ante zizania)a bed go frhhkq re 
w+ DWPL Q with syr against Greek and 
only f ff, 1 5. 

xvii. 2. vest. autem ejus facta sunt alba sicut 
nix. So all Latins (except g) and 


Matt. 


Sy 23. 


xxi. 34. 


xxi. 13. 


and 


Rxvio Ob. 
xxvu. 17: 


Also : 


XKXvil. 65. 
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syr™ against Greek: 70 gas, and against 
syr pesh Eus Bas Cyr ; 

For yay only D®, but aeth arm Hil 
and Dionys Alec? and Vulgates as 
well as the Old Latin. 

—docentem HRadbce fi, g,hlr rz [not 
|] with syr cu and S [not pesh] and 
against all Greeks (but Evst 44). 

de fructibus suis (pro fructus ejus). 
This is noteworthy because the vett 
do not change acciperent (\aBew) while 
syr = mitterent, and they could not 
well send all the crop. Therefore the 
variation traces to Syriac. Greeks do 
not vary. 

Note abedefii,h gr Iren Lucif with 
D* go with syr, as nearly Amor. 
Ambrst. Vict. Tun. fer. Aug. Auct. 
Op. Imp. 


percussit et. 
de pro ovr. 


custodes Jabedffim9,\ with syr 
milites DLQR* h r gatland Diatess 
Dimma p* (custodiam p* jagainst all 
ut vid. supra lin.) and D*|Greeks xov- 


duakas oTwo.av. 


- Note also in Mark: 
xii. 2. ut de fructibus ex vinea darent ei d 


witha? bcf ff,1 k (q) rv aur (aeth) [mut. 
0 2 
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a, hiat e] and D*® decovow aito, with 
syr, instead of ut ab agricolis acciperet 
de fructu vineae of all Vulgates, 9, . h 
lr, (here undoubtedly revised) p 6 
and Greek: wa mapa Tov yewpywv 


Ad Bn a70 THY KapTeVY TOV apTeE- 


ANwvos. 
And the whole body of Latins together (without 
sy’). 
Luke 


iii. 16. calciamenta portare a b ff, 1 qr Eus. 
ix. 47. —eum (vel illum) abdefilarpR. 


xx. 11]. caesum acd f,tlaqr XK. 
xxi. 26. in caelo acdeff,il Ambr D®. 
Xxii. 62. omit a0 67, alr. 


(Or in another Gospel: Matt.) 


Matt. 


xvii. 12. ei (pro in eo) vett and gr. 8S DF UT Justin 
against s77’. 

xiv. 3. — philip. 

xxi. 37. + unicum; xxv. 18 — abiens; xxvi. 39 
+ vis (post tu in fin.). 

See also Luke xxiv. 36 — ihs abde ff, 1 with 
syr, gr SBD L and 6 cursives. 

Note also Luke xxiv. 15 — quererent ab ff, lr 
syr cu, non syr & nec rell vett. Here they divide. 
This is something in the nature of a key. 

But we must look beyond the Latin while 
using it. 

e and k, together with Tertullian’s and Cyprian’s 
texts, were none of them translations in Africa, 
they were merely emended there. 
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a is not an Italian translation, but merely edited 
in Italy. 

d is not a Gaulish translation, but only amended 
and doctored in Gaul. 

The base is much deeper. 

The way to get at it is look first for the con- 
junction of adeoradk. These places are fairly 
numerous. (Note aand Tert. Luke xxi. 26, xxii. 32.) 

Then to the long-neglected key-notes of a which 
take us to Syriac, and further to basic Aramaic 
forms and Hebraisms. 

The problem, however, remains difficult. 

Note for instance (in St. Matthew xxvii. 4): 

“quid ad nos”’ = what is that to us. No verb is 
used by Syriac, Greek, or Latin, nor by Coptic, 

but cataclysmus (xxiv. 39), while a transliteration 
of the Greek among O.L., is yet not found in d, 
which gives diluvium. 

Again, the Old Latins practically all omit 
ate\Owv (xxv. 18). Not so either Greek or Syriac. 

At xxvi. 58 the Latins say St. Peter wishes to 
remain and see “the end of the matter,” not “the 
end” or “the last’ as Greek and Syriac, although 
the Diatessaron (arab) has this addition: “that 
he might see the end of what should happen.” 

In both these cases, however, note that the body 
of Latins is together, which points perhaps to a Jost 
early Syriac. 

First, we convict the Latins of using the Greek 
and Syriac, and then we note a lost Syriac recen- 


sion. 
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The Latins also (all but d % 929» vg) add unicum 
(unigenitum /) at xxi. 37 with Jren and Lucif 
against gk and syr. 

Further, some of them (notable Syriacisers) add 
at xvii. 20/21: + daemonii a c. 

+ demonium b n. 
+ daemoniorum F (Diatess) [Male 
Wordsw. daemonium], 
yet the whole verse is omitted by our syr cu § 
hier [non pesh eum gr longé plur] copt plur S* 
B 33 ¢ fi. 

Yet another curious place is at xiii. 25, super- 
seminavit, which is read by most Latins, and by the 
Syriacising Greeks 8 (N ereorepev, 8* ereomapxev) 
B 113 22 119 157 Hust 48 Lren Clem Orig Ambr, 
but eozeipe is the Greek reading with Syriac and 
ek. 

But you cannot really separate the Latins for 
long. They come together most unexpectedly. 
Thus ak (with beg, h Hil. Ambr. Chrom. Aug.) in 
Matt. vi. 17, 18 have the whole clauses in the 
plural against Greek and Syriac. 

ak are again conjoined (with bc 4g, [not h this 
time] Arnobd.) at Matt. ix. 20 in the omission of 
jimbriam against Gk and Syriac. 

In both places against d 5, representing the 
Graeco-Latin bilinguals, and in both cases un- 
doubtedly wrong. But such readings represent 
wrong revision inakcg, I do not believe their 
texts started with this. And in re-revision such 
places were passed by mistake, for the Fathers, 
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quoting loosely, had adopted them for their own, 
or the texts got it from the Fathers. 

ak are thus not so far apart as Sanday thinks. 

At Matt. vi. 27 we notice a strange reading by 
k of aetatem for staturam (‘Who can add a cubit 
to his stature’), while a has the curious reading 
“istaturam,”’ as if the scribe (usually correct) had 
hesitated here. 

Again, Matt. x. 18 stabitis for ducemini is. read 
only by ak and bdffiighg D® 111 Lren Cypr Hil 
and syr S [not Diatess arab nor pesh]. The 
Vulgates reject entirelyt and the body of Greeks. 
This then is more basic. So in both ways a and & 
are quite related, and syr 8S, d (= D®) Jren Cypr 
join the majority of Old Latins against the 
Greek. 

aand k are again seen together at Matt. xii. 20 
with an ablative, although with different rendering, 

a saying in victoria (with jf), 

k saying in contentione. 
The rest, with Greek, have eis vixos either with in 
or ad (victoriam ad bc¢g,h; ad victoriam vg. d/ 
aur ~; ad vincendum jff,¢7; in victoriam / 6). 

Alone this would be passed over. Looked at in 
connection with the above, it has its significance. 

In all these early Matthew passages, 7 and 7, 
unfortunately are wanting. 





{ Except Wurzburg J, which I find has this. This MS., 
executed in Britain, was well acquainted with the text of k, 


See notes elsewhere. 
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Why in Matt. xi. 12 diripiunt by abcdg, hkl, 
followed by Vulgates B PK MO TV XZ, for 
rapiunt of the rest, dpralovow Greek, should stand 
with such force, would be a puzzle without know- 
ing how intimate a and £ really are, and a and dh, 
and how cq, and $6 enter into the combination 
from their original concurrent Graeco-Syriac origin. 

aandk alone (with jf.) are seen together at 
Matt. xi. 16 with adclamantibus, (k “qui atcla- 
mant’’) perfectly rendering the Greek tpoodwvowvta 
or tpoodwrovow and the Syriac ‘send (word) to 
their fellows’ (Gwilliam ‘ acclamant’). 

In this connection, note: 

v. 5. (v. 3) “ Beati mites quoniam ipsi possidebunt 
(v. 4) terram.”’ 
hereditabunt dk Cypr. 
heredidate possidebunt a Iren Chrom 1/4. 
Burkitt only translates shall inherit, 

but Gwilliam = haereditatem capient, 
so that we see while dk catch inherit, a is much 
the nearest to the syr, with Jrenaeus. 

Here, however, is Cyprian preserving the syr: 
v. 33. Solvas or exsolvas Cypr. (pro reddas, in- 

cluding abdk and Greek amodwoets) syr 
cu and 8 = “give”? simply ; 

Gwilliam = persolves agreeing with Cyprian 
editors. 

Von Soden has reddes in text and nothing 
in notes on Cypr. 

Of another kind, perhaps, is the following illus- 
tration : 
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Matt. xii. 12. “‘ How much better is a man than a 
sheep,” 
Quanto magis melior est homo ove. 

Cardinal Mai pointed out as regards the MS. h 
that the variation in it of ab ove was a Hebraism 
(72) and a Semitic form of comparison. This also 
appears in the Syriac so. The Greek is merely 
mpoBarov (D M = tov zpoBarov), and therefore 
there is nothing strange at first sight in a Latin MS. 
rendering ab ove, or quam ovis as the Syriac is 
rendered by its translators. What about the 
other Latins, however? Well, they nearly all 
have simply ove. But we do find not only that d 
and ff, also use ab ove, but that ff, indu'ges in a 
variation with k. They read thus: 

d: Quando ergo superponit homo ab ove. 
Ji: Quantum ergo differt homo ab ove. 
k: Quanto ergo differt homo ioue. 

This ‘differt’ seems to have been engendered 
from the ab, and, as far as I know, lacks Greek or 
patristic support. If it grew out of the ad it 
would be comparatively late, but emphasises the 
ab itself as preceding it and being comparatively 
early. 

The Syriac is rendered by Gwilliam “ excellentior 
est,”’ literally, as in cu S, “‘ excels,’’ hence, perhaps, 
the superponit of d (Greek diadéper). 

Unfortunately 7 and 7, are wanting here, as also 
the Gothic. 

6, however, gives us an interesting alternative: 
‘Quanto magis ergo peellit ¢ differt homo ove.”” While 


186 CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF 


suppressing the ab he not only gives us differt but 
the alternative procellit, not occurring in other 
Old Latins, and equating the Syriac again. All 
of which is respectfully submitted as carrying the 
Latin back to the beginning of all things. & has 
mutilated and thus suppressed his original reading 
by miscopying something which now stands as zoue. 

While working over 7, and the Syriac, from 
Mesopotamia to Ireland, the problem seemed to 
simplify until I saw & and n, copies made in 
Ireland itself and accounting for much found in 
British texts. 

I had almost forgotten P and its individuality. 
But suddenly when I recalled its venerunt venti 
with k for flauerunt venti, and its close and strange 
affiliations for a (=n), and d (=r) the matter 
cleared and seemed certain. 

Sanday has said (p. cexii, ‘‘Old Lat. Bib. Texts,” 
in dealing with p), ‘“‘ Besides what it is hardly too 
much to call the flood of light that is thus thrown 
on the mutual relations of p and 7, glimpses of 
much interest are also let in on another MS. 
which is of even more fundamental importance 
for tracing the history of the European text. 
More than one unmistakeable points (sic) of con- 
tact are established between p andd” ... 

But we cannot treat d alone, either for the 
history of the transmission of the British Text (as 
we have shown elsewhere) or for the more im- 
portant investigation of the text before a.p. 200. 
Nor can we so treat * alone. 
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We have seen thatadeh,k(=7,) are at the 
back of it all. 

Sanday (p. xcvii) says, speaking of k in Mark 
xii. 25, “‘ et stellae cadentis fortitudines in caelis com- 
movebuntur”’: ‘what is the source of fortitudines 
does not appear; I doubt if it is African; the 
word occurs in a of Mark xii. 30.’ 

But a reference to Mark xiii. 25 in syr S (cu not 
extant) shows that it is Syriac, for although 
Gwilliam renders his peshitto virtutes with the 
rest, Burkitt translates syr S powers. 

So, although at Mark xii. 30 Gwilliam again 
gives virtute, Burkitt, rendering syr S, says: “from 
all thy heart and from all thy soul and from all 
thy understanding and from all thy power.” 

So both a and & in each place render Syriac and 
Greek quite faithfully. In Mark xiii. 25 Greek is 
ai Suvvayers and in Mark xii. 30 trys ioyvos cov, the 
fortitudine surviving exactly in our English version, 
“all thy strength.” 

kin Mark xii. 30 abbreviates the clause, giving 
“* de toto corde tuo et de totis viribus tuis.” 

Again (p. xcvi), Mark xiii. 6, Sanday says: “i 
errore promittent of k is also peculiar, as fallent of 
Cyprian”’ (for the usual seducent). 

Yet Gwilliam uses fallent for his peshitto, and 
Burkitt, with k, ‘‘will they lead astray.’ [The 
Greek is mAavnoovow]. 

Again (p. xciii) “the preposition de in ‘de toto 
corde’ &c. is peculiar to & and Cypr and is pro- 
bably African.” Why? See Syriac. 
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Again (Addenda p. 139, referring to p. cxcviii 
and ccii) ad alis alium, which puzzles the writer 
(I do not know who he is), is simply Syriac, and 
holds even in g, notwithstanding its revision. 

Again (p. cxxx) acutu for a susi is not an 
‘absolutely senseless barbarism.” 

Again (p. lxvi/Ixvii) “In No. 21 Cyprian has 
twice over the well-attested reading ‘maximus 
vocabitur in regno caelorum,’ where & has ‘ magnus 
magnus vocatur.’ What is this ‘magnus magnus’ ? 
No doubt it is a perfectly simple and obvious 
explanation to set it down as a scribe’s error of 
‘dittography’ or wrong repetition. Such errors 
are common enough in MSS. They are found, to 
go no further than the Sermon on the Mount, in 
chs. vi. 8, 16, 32; vii. 6. It is quite possible that 
‘magnus magnus’ may be one of these. But is 
it not also possible that it may be a vernacular 
form of superlative? The examples cited by 
Ronsch seem sufficient to establish this use. Thus 
malus malus = pessimus... It is true that all 
these examples are taken from inscriptions: but 
it is just in inscriptions, where vernacular speech 
comes out, that analogies should be sought for 
the Old Latin.” 

Thus Sanday. But & is much older than the 
African vernacular of A.D. 200 to 250. The base 
of magnus magnus is Aramaic, which has no super- 
latives. This explainsthe matter. You may say: 
What then about ‘magister optume,’ ‘ quid me vocas 
optimum, ‘nemo optinus nisi unus’? in Mark x. 17, 
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18? This is very much to the point, showing free 
use and interchange of positive and superlative. 
An illuminating instance of this is seen a little 
further on at Mark xi. 9, 10 where & writes 
*‘ossana eminentissimo”’? in verse 9, followed in 
ver. 10 by “‘ossanna in excelsis,” evidently at 
the will of the translator; poor k is not to 
blame, but the originator of £, who goes far 
back of Cyprian, back of syr cu and 8S, back of 
any Diatessaron, to the infancy of the Latin 
version and gives you a base which is worthy 
of all attention. 

It may be noted that r, retains the optimam in 
Luke x. 42 of all Latins (against Ede “ bonam”’ 
with Greek and syr; ‘bonam vel optimam’ 64) 
while k, in Mark x. 17, 18, had favoured the 
superlative alone there for bone, bonum, and 
bonus. 

Thus dilectissimus for dyamrnros is largely ex- 
plained. (C/. decimas decimata of r, in Luke 
xviii. 12; d preserves the deep Hebraistic form at 
Luke v. 3 quantum quantum, although the Syriac 
has a different reading. This is a very peculiar 
place in this respect; annuntio (for evayyedlw) 
also goes back to Aramaic. ) 

On the other hand, our friend Greek B, supposed 
to have such a fine “neutral” text in the Gospels, 
is found to abandon Hebraistic forms at Luke ii. 9, 
and instead of saying é¢oByAycav doBov peyay 
with all Greeks, Syriacs and Latins, substitutes 
ofodpa for doBov peyav, in which he stands alone! 


190 CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF 


The Coptic in some way emphasized the reading, 
adding ofospa. If B was not editing here, and 
abominably, too, we give it up! | 

The process then is first to see where ade, ad k, 
adh, adehk are together and what that conjunction 


means. 
Lake F 
Xvii. 22. concupiscatis (for desideratis) ade. 


This seems to be the true rendering 
of the Greek and Syriac forms “long 
for,’ stronger than the ordinary Latin 
form ‘‘ desire.” 

(xxi. 17. — hominibus ade (and most vulgates) 
against the other Old Latin. 

Greek tzo wavtwv. Again a definite 
agreement with both Greek and Syriac ; 
and Aphraates goes so far as to turn 
the phrase and render “‘every one will 
be hating you.” ) 

i, 68. populo suo ade IJren Cypr (Gk. daw) 
Wordsworth’s note here is mixed and 


incorrect. 
vi. 17. populi oN St aw ee (Gk. daov) 
xx. 6. populus ade (Gk. aos) 


The conjunction at 
vili. 25. aquae for mari ade only, is far more 
literal for rw vdari and also agrees with 
syr form for sea. 
ix. 8. —unus ade issupported by Gk SBC 
LXAZ fam 1. fam 13, 33 and some 
others, arm, goth (not syr). 
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ix. 16. dabat ade (deditcfrp) is far better 
than distribuit. 

On the other hand offerebant, Gk = é8.Sov xviii. 
15 ade MV, appears wrong, and a common error, 
unless offerebant is an old form for adferebant as 
elsewhere. 

xi. 46. ade 8 agree with Greek and syr, against 
the singular of other Latins and only 
two or three Greeks. 

xii. 6. in conspectu not literal for evwmuov, as 
the rest coram, but seemingly a better 
interpretation, ‘in the sight of”? God. 

xv. 26. pueris agrees with syr and Greek better 
than servis. 

xv. 28. iratus also is closer to syr and Gk. 
apyo On. 

ibid. autem (for ergo) also with syrand Greek 
NA BDL ete. 

xvi. 3. confundor for ayvyvopa is in a different 
class. It is impossible to conceive the 
original of ade being separate and yet 
alone retaining confundor here against 
the rest, who have erulbesco. 

xviii. 11. — etiam agrees with syr, but Greek is 
 KQL WS. 

xviii. 22. caelis agrees with Greek SABDLR 
coptic and many. 

xix. 9. abrahae est ade and s=syr; Greek 
8* LR lack the eorw. 

xix. 37. — jam is supported by syr and aeth, but 
only by a few Greeks. 
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Luke 
xx. 1. adstiterunt for exeornoay is certainly 


clearer than convenerunt of the rest, 
even venerunt ¢. 

xx. 2. et for aut is not supported by syr cu S 

or Greek and only by Greek D and syr 
pesh (ade-are followed by vulg. codd. 
ERz). The pesh reading here may 
be older than cu 8. 

xx. 42. dexteram meam appears nearer syr than 
Gk ex deEvwv pov, and the other Latins 
give the plural form. 

xxi. 26. — universo agrees with syr; the Gk rn 
ovxoupevy would lend itself to either 
translation of the Latins. We see 
here, however, that the first syr and 
Latin did not amplify. 

xxi. 36. autem for ergo agrees with NBD, but 
here syr cu and § and pesh disagree. 

xxii. 4. conlocutus here strictly follows the Greek 
compound against the others. 
xxii. 70. — ergo syr and but a few Greeks. 
It is not necessary to pursue the matter further. 
So for the other Gospels we should note the 
combinations ack, adk etc., and in St. Matthew, 
where / is extant, it is interesting to notice ahk, 
ackh, adkh and so forth. 
For instance, Matthew vii. 3 for vides of all 
intelleges k others. Note 
consideras a Syriac. 
We have not space to follow the matter here 
into the other Gospels. 
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IX. 


WE will now show that s = r, by comparing them 
where extant. 

This list is practically a repetition (slightly 
amplified) of that given in the edition of the 
Morgan MS. 


Matt. 


xii. 13. 


xiii. 15. 


xiii. 16. 


<i. 17. 


xiii. 19. 


xiii. 22. 


xili. 32. 


xiii. 33. 


xiii. 35. 
abid. 


audiant ...intellegant both & and 7, (cf. 
syr Cu ‘S). 

+ suis 7, (avtwy SC) and DPLOQR be ge 
h syr. 

+ peius /! 

quae (pro quia) bis r, (cf. syr). 

quoniam bis k. 

concupierunt both 7, and k. 

nequam k. 

malignus 7, DLQRd/h up. 

malus vg. 

suffocant 7, k and DELQ syr. 

inhabitent 7,4 and LQ/p; maneant e; 
syr. “settle in” or “nest in.” 

farina r, k and DQ Ry syr (om. satis tribus, 
syr cu, non 8). 

inpleretur r, £ and CELOQT. 

absconsa 7, LQ R w™? 


bsponsa & } pro abscondita. 
a sp . 


P 
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Matt. 

xiii. 47. 

Kil, 02. 


Mark 


viii. 19. 
viii. 20. 
(viii. 23. 
viii. 27. 
viii. 31. 
vili. 38. 


Xvi @ 
ix. 6 
tae 


bean BAe 


x. 34. 


» oN 
x, 42. 
borne 


seh 7, 
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senee on i see other vett and syr. 
colligat & 
+ regnum caelorum 7, and E. 


+ regno caelorum &. 


— plenos7r,k DMwW*. 

dicunt (pro et dicunt ei) 7, k syrs 

— suis 7, k et vett al.) 

—eisr,k DWT. 

ascribis 7, k (syr). 

confessusr,kand HK MW QTVWweP™ dlr. 
confussus D LR. 

( Wordsworth). { dilectissimus } P 
(Abbott). (pro carissimus)§ ° 
coniunxit 7, 
coniuncxit & 
e SI 1p. 


; al. (et syr). 


k = et quae relinquit mulier virum (—si) 

(cf. syr). 

— flagellabunt eum 7». 

—et conspuent eum et  flagellabunt 
eum k. 

39. illis £ 7, and a few others. 

convocans B a r,;. convocatis g k. 

—adhuc kr, and acd G g. syr and some 
Gks. 

ponunt 7,, miserunt &, strauerunt a: 
simple verbs, against all other Gks. 
and Latins compound verb. 


xi. 12 jin. + hi® & ( post esurivit). 


+cum X essurivit ID sic 7, (teste Abbott). 


Mark 


Xl. 


Xl. 


Xi. 
<i. 


Xi. 


Xit, 
xii. 
ile 
Xil. 


Xi. 
xii. 28. 


22. 


26. 


29. 
30. 
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Clearly here, a comparison will 
shew that the text of r, is bound up 
with hk. 

+ cum xII essuriit DQ. 

+ cum duodecem esuriit (P*. 

—dei 7, & and ac and Greek 28* (not 
syr 8, but Burkitt indicates a suspected 
corruption here) cf. Ambr. in Luc. 
‘*‘ Habete fidem in vobis ipsis.”’ 

om. vers. %, k et L, syr S [hiat cu] ge l et gr 
NS BLSA and 12 cursives incl. 157 473 
604; the other usual Syriac-Greeks 
hesitate here, and apparently 28 has 
the verse. 


-— et prim. r,k and Greek BC LA 157 copt. 


+ unde erat 7, 
unde fuit (init.) & 
8 C 33 299 77 218 sah (not syr 8). 


\ with syr pesh and gk 


33 jin. facio (pro faciam) r, e¢ QT gat syr S 


1. 
14. 
21. 
25. 


26. 


(gr. Tou). 
k = fac .. (sic); facio /’. 
neque ego (— dico) vobis in qua potestate 

haec (facio zJleg) indicabo p. 
— Ob Mit Ts Ke 
non (pro nec) r, k and d 6 = syr and gk. 
+ ipse 7, k and c. 
mortui(proamortuis) 7, DW.) ex suspen- 
a mort(ui) k* ? sione mor’? 
resurgunt 7,& ®'R (syr 8 2). 
—omnium 7, k syr S (hiat cu) d al. vett. 

D* 1 28 69. 
Peg 
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xli. 29 


xii. 30. 


xii. 31. 


bo 


Xili. 


xiii, 4. 
xiii. 18. 


xii. 19. 


xiii. 25. 


xiii, 29. 


(xiii. 33. 


xiii, 34. 


xiv. .t. 


Eas a 


Xv. 22. 
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— deus sec. r,k ab DW syrS (at cu). 

— et ex tota anima tua et ex tota mente 
tua 7, k cum gr 157 et Justin bis. (— et 
ex tota anima tua Reg 1 E vi. pz.) 

similis huic & (0P™*), 

simile huius 7,. 

(simile est illi vg ete.). 


. — aedificationes 7, k. 


incipiunt r, k (cf. syr). 
non fiat fuga vestra hieme 7;. _ 


ne ¥9 29 ” ry) k gat. 
ne fiat hieme fuga vestra D. 
— deus 7. 


— quam condidit deus k, and cd f,in 
and D* 27 473. 

commovebuntur 7, k DQ. 

+ et (ante in foreibus est finis) k. 

+ et (ante in osteis) 7. 

et pervigilate [pro vigilate et orate] £. 

vigilate et parate 7.) 

— qui’, ; 

peregrinans (— qui) ke; 

Greek adeis ; 

peregre iturus (— qui) a; 


— quic i, fidgqr also. 


azemorum 7, p gat a syr contra gr pro 
azumorum /: azyma. 
pistici r, gat (DG) T gr syr. 
Bhi k. 
—iesus 7, k syr § (iat cu) ad ff, i sah 
8B D 473. 


Mark 


xiv. 25. 


XIV: 27: 


RIV, os 


Rive Of. 


xiv. 49. 


xiv. 50. 
xiv. 65. 


xv. “6: 
2.) a a 
ibid. 
vie 7: 


Add: 
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de hoc genemine 7, 
de ista generatione e} 
omnes vos 7; » Q (pro omnes) al. vett syr 
| + gr D 13-69-124. 
quia vos omnes k, 
donec coram 7, 
dum aoru & 
This surely proves that both copied 
an indistinct original. 

potuistis r, k L et fe; 

vsxvoate D fam, fam13, al. pauc. [non syr]. 

inpleantur 7, k. 

(impleantur J Q R Z* vq). 

k and r, agree with syrin transposing omnes. 

+ nobis 7, k et cf (T) syr 8 (hiat cu) + (gr 
FIUXA fam 13, 33, 108, 127, 473, al). 
quem. See remarks elsewhere. 

prima (pro una) r, & with g and the 
sympath. codd. DPGOX. 

venerunt 7, £ with WP (D) fr ¢. 

dixi (pro dixit) r, k a** ¢ ff, and D® (d 
wanting) 40, 72 (preserved down to 
W in English transmission.) 

Matt. v, verses 4 and 5 transposed ; 7, and 
k agree (with, however, ac¢ fi g:..hl 
vg and Greek D 33 Clem. Orig. Am. 
Hus.? Greg. Nyss. Bas. [Hil.) against 
Greek ee etc. b 
tg copt Chrys. Tert. 


i (pro donec orem). 


As regards the Syriac base of r, we offer the 
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following table, over the whole of St. Mark, 
covering the ground both where & is unavailable 
(i.—vii.), and where & is also available (viii.—xvi.). 

Many points of interest will be found. For the 
Syriac surviving in 7, is quite unconscious, in- 
voluntary, and exceedingly old. It is, in fact, 
marvellous to find so much that has come through 
the fire of repeated revision, and of the last foul 
copying of the MS. 

Yet this is not as foul as may appear at first sight. 
After completing a collation of the four Gospels 
with the Syriacs and all Old Latins and Greeks, 
we are bound to admit that the last scribe did not 
do so badly after all. It is only occasionally that 
he comes to grief and makes a bad blunder, easily 
detected; for the rest, he has preserved for us 
faithfully enough many an ancient form and 
substance. 

ST. MARK. 

[We do not emphasize readings in heavy type, 
as the Gospel is short, and we hope the whole 
evidence here adduced will be carefully weighed. ] 

i, 24. quia sis (pro quises) D ®? L T° W aur (quia 
sic Q); compare syr §S, conflating: “I 
know thee who thou art, that thou art the 
Holy One of God.” 

i, 31. + et (post eam) DiPLY p and syr 8. 

i. 38. — ut (syrS = et) | etut DE| cf. e “prae- 
dicare”’ pro et ut ibi praedicem, and ad 
praedicandum G ff. q 7. 

i, 45. etiam (pro jam) DWPh; om. G et syr pesh 


“THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 199. 


Mark 
Diatess (hiant cu 8). gr. pnxere; non 


jam Luz. 
i. 10. sciatis autem —syr_pesh. 
ii. 19. — quanto tempore usque ad jejunare th 


BDFG abdefirilr+gr. DU 1 33 
118 209 225 235 248 604 e¢ syr. (hiant 
cu §) aeth. 

lll, 5. + est (post contristatus) (PQ = syr pesh 
(mut. 8) Gr. cvvdvTovpevos. 

ili, 14, — et (sec.) = syr S [non Diatess arab]. 

[As showing that the syriasms of the scribe of 7, 
were utterly involuntary and unconscious, see iii. 
17, where he has alone tunitrua file: for filir tomtru, 
order quite opposed to Boavyypyes and to syr Benai- 
Ragsch, so that his unconscious testimony else- 
where is all the more valuable. ] 

iii. 19. — et sec. with many Vulg. codd. and hz q 
r aur and syr copt against all Greeks 
but M; syr S = simply ‘the betrayer,’ 
and syr pesh = qui prodidit eum (— et) 
as above. 

(Hiat 7, iii. 23-iv. 19.) 

(iv. 24. — et adicietur vobis DGbepgat and gr. 
DG 114 473 Hust 259 (= y*", perperam 
Wordsw. 7°") not syr pesh, but syr § 
wanting [not Diatess] .) 

iv. 27. surgat (pro exsurgat) alone with e and 
Gwill syr pesh and Diatess(hiant syr cu 8). 

iv. 30. et (pro aut) syr pesh only with . Diatess 
(hiant cu S), not Greek nor other 
Latins except Moling (ut vid.). 
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iv: ol. 


iv. 38. 


v. 14, 


Wascas 


Weeou, 


vi. 14. 
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est (pro sunt) — sunt syr pesh [non Dia- 
tess] (hiant cu 8) and Greek. 

— pertinet (hiant syr cuS). But om. Diatess 
(q.v.) and this would accord with syr 
usage. 


. de (proin). Cf. syr pesh and Diatess. 
. erant autem quasi(proad) quasi BiP@O 


er(cf. gret syr). cf. cir(ca) a, fere b ete. 

in civitate CD P* FLT bd p ete. with syr 
pesh exactly. In syr S=and said 
(the news) in the cities (plural) ; against 
Greek eis tnv mow = in civitatem most 
Latins. ‘Told those in the cities” 
Mniatess. 

et (pro ut) syr alone and Diatess with 
H (and others?) against Greek, but 
ce omit wa owfn, continuing et vivet. 

fluvio (proprofluvio) fluxu Gwill syr pesh 
(flunxu e) nonal. Diatess: * which had 
a flow of blood.” 

(Hiat 7, v. 31-vi. 13.) 

surrexit DE LQ Wy z and so Gwill syr pesh 
and apparently syr S (cf. evidence in 
full under remarks upon the text 


underlying the Greek recensions of 
St. Mark). 


See next verse but one (16) where nearly all are 


agreed. 


vi. 15. 


— vero r, and E with Greek V and some 
cursives. 


autem CD ®* T syr and most Greek and 
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some Old Latin adi (verobcffi,lar 
aur 8 [super A® 8e]). 

vi. 20. autem (pro eum) = pure syr S against 
Greek and Latin. 

vi. 31. veniebant multi et rediebant (— multi 
seq) so Diatess; cf. syr S and pesh: 
**many were going and coming” with 
multi at the beginning instead of at 
the end of the sentence, against the 
Greek. 

vi. 34. multum pro multa (aod\a gr. omn.) is 
noteworthy, alone among Latins, 
because syr S omits (with ¢ only of 
Latins). (Duiatess quotes from Luke.) 

vii. 20. — quoniam = syr alone. 

vii. 31. exivit (pro exiens) syr and Diatess alone. 

viii. 6. agit (pro agens) syr and g. 

viii. 17. — quia Cf. syr S “why think ye 
that ye have no bread,”’ see also 
pesh and Diatess. 

viii. 19. — quando syr and b ¢ ff, « k copt 
[non Diatess]. 

viii. 20. dicunt (pro et dicunt ei) = syr et k et 

Diatess. 

viii. 31. a scribis & syr. | 

ix. 11/12. et prout Cf. syr S “is it not that he 

should suffer much” [non Diatess]. 

ix. 20/21. accidit (— ei) DW. Cf. syr and Diatess 

“* sic fuit,”’ not Greek. 

ix. 34/35. — si = syr (k omits the whole clause, 

as Diatess). 


mut. 
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= 12. —si_ =syrS. Cf.k = syr “et quae relin- 
quit”? = Diatess. 

x. 14. + offerentibus post Iesus (ex vers. 13) 
appears a simple error, and was not 
reproduced by the sympathetic Vul- 
gate scribes of DQR etc. But in the 
light of the addition of emitiyunoas by 
the 1 and 13 families, 28, 473, arm, 
and the amplification of syr S ‘“* When 
Jesus saw, it displeased him and he 
rebuked them and said,” it is just 
possible that there was an original 
Latin addition here. 

x. 19. non for ne_ all through (with G) may be 
noted. 

x. 39. — quidem (retained by & and most) is 
omitted by BD gat rd yk N8BC*LA 
syr copt arm and Diatess. 

x. 43. —autem Tabdff,higqr aur and syr 
S Diatess D* (not k). 

x. 50. exurgens (pro exiliens) no Latins, but 
avaotas (for avarednoas) ACM XII al 
unc 8 min., syr arm aeth. (‘ Rose and 
came’ Diatess.) The reading is as 
old as the other, for Origen conflates 
with averednoe kau aveotn. . 

(k exit, perfect tense with syr) g = eailit, 
but nearly all others ewxiliens, or ex- 
siliens, including ra bed f ff, 1 aur 6. 

This is an important place for the 
age of 1. 
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xi. 2, —adhuc Gkacdg, syr andsome Greeks 


and. Origen [not Diatess]. 

xi. 7. simple “ ponunt” for imponunt of practi- 
cally all the rest (straverunt a), and all 
the Greeks have the compound verb. 
Surely here is a survival from the 
Syriac uncompounded verb. Observe 
k.has miserunt. 

xi. 26. vers.om. with Lk g,1 syr Sand Gr.8BLSA 
2 27** 63 64 121* 157 258 440* 473 
515* 570 604 coptt mult. The other 
Syriac-Greek MSS. appear divided as to 
how to give this verse, but apparently 
28 has it. This is important. For it 
shows NBLSA 157 473 604 syr § 
conspiring in an important place against 
the rest, and against the peshitto and 
the Diatessaron, which have it. 

xi. 29. — et prim. k and Greek [not syr nor 
Diatess). 

xi. 30. A curious case here, where 7, writes ‘‘ bapt. 
toh. UNDE ERAT de caelo (— erat) an 
ex hom.,” while k writes ‘unde fuit bap- 
tizma tohannis de caelo aut de hom.” 

The usual Vulg. and Old Latin is 
“* Bapt. woh. de caelo erat an ex hom.” 
agreeing exactly with syr 8 and nearly 
all Greeks; BUT peshitto here agrees 
with kr, and 8 C 33 299 77 218 sah 
aeth have mofev nv. This is interesting 
for the age of peshitto underlying text 
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xa’ ke 


abid. 


paths Wish 


xii. 6. 


Sie Si 
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especially as aeth (deriving largely from 
syr) has it. Diatess, without the verb, 
= “the bap. of John from what place 
it? 

homo plantavit viniam, syr order against 
Latins and Greeks generally, but with 
Greek N 433 (+ fam 13,473 = av@pwros 
Tus eput. apm.; alsoc: homo quidam 
plantavit vin.). Thus only cr, preserve 
syriac order. 

et sepem circumdedit ¢ = also syr. with 
C? N 28 473 of Greeks, sah copt 
arm and Origen, and Latin X; please 
observe a Canterbury codex. 

missit alium, again with syr, showing 
older treatment than / (which does not 
agree in any of these three places) ; 
syr 8 says “and again he sent unto 
them another slave”’ (with D®™ exactly 
[435] ab ff,7¢) but syr pesh (r) ‘ et misit 
rursus alium.” 

verebuntur (pro reverebuntur) with 
GLOQRW and bdir pz (not ac fi, lq 
aur § and Gk. evtpamnoovrat). 

‘and be ashamed,”’ Diatess. 

A peculiar treatment, appearing an error, 
“et adprehendentes autem (— eum) prob- 
ably also traces to syr source. ‘And 
they took hold (and) killed him,” the 
eum coming later, as in the Greek of 
NBCLA LEvst 259, and the Latin of 
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pat eae 


5 a 


xii. 14. 


abid. 


xii. 19. 
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ak (et acceperunt et occiderunt illum) q; 
in ¢ the z/lum comes later still after the 
third verb. 

ne (pro nec init.). This savours more of 
syr than of Greek. ‘‘ Atgue etiam non 
scripturam hane leg.” Cf. k “aut num- 
quit nec script. ipsam leg.” 

Note that 7, has mirabile here with most 
Vulgates and /, not as Wordsworth 
in notes with GZ* abcq ‘mirabilis’ ; 
mirabilem /; 

(#2 ‘teste Buchanan’ has admirabilis 
with &k; both Calmet (mirabilis) and 
Belsheim (admirabile), quoted by Words- 
worth, appear to be wrong). 

traderent (pro caperent). Burkitt seems 
to render caperent for syr 8S; Gwilliam 
for pesh = illaquearent: ‘ensnare,’ ‘en- 
trap,’ ‘entangle’; so coptic and D 
473 604 waywWevowow for dypevowow. 

k says circumveniens ; ¢ says tenerent ; 
so that there is a subtle variation here. 

non (pro nec) = syr. gk. kandd 6. 

dei. Here 7, holds truer to gk and syr 
than k, which (with d [over against 
@eov] and 7) give domini, as ACDH 
®MOX°Y, instead of de. 

illius (pro ipsius) so Gwill ‘ejus uxorem 
ejus’ and dig (mut. syr 8); some Greeks 
omit the second avrov and 6; omits 
the first; a = ‘illius uxorem ejus’ and 
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xii, 22; 
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ibid. 


xii. 28. 


xii. 29. 


ba] Pas ya 


xii. 33. 
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probably 7; the rest ‘ipsius’; illam 
mulierem k. 

— eam, apparently alone thus. Compare 
different treatment in c, elision in &, 
and complete turn of the phrase in syr 
S ‘and she became (wife) of the seven 
of them,’ and compare Tischendorf’s 
note. 

neque (pro non) so syr pesh (not S).) tore 

— est so syr 8 (not pesh). ouee 
No Latins nor Greeks appear to Jof these 
omit est. ‘* And God is not of Syathen 
the dead’ Diatess. Sat 

autem (pro ergo) = syr 8 (not pesh) with 
c and Greek G 1 229 299 473 604 goth; 
Diatess = “and.” 

k omits with SBCLA copt. 8. 

vero ff. 

— omnium = syr S (not pesh nor Diatess) 
with k, ab ¢ fy 92 1g, arm D®* 473, 

— deus sec. = syr S with DW abk and 
Greek F Evst 259 [not Diatess = The 
Lord our God, the Lord is one.] 

— est (Abbott does not say whether first 
or second). 

wP* omits the first. 

D Fd omit the second. 

Apparently syr S and Diatess arab have 
both, but pesh (with Latin Diatessaron 
as above) omits the second. 


—etinit. = syr8 (not pesh nor Diatess nor 
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xii. 44, 


xi 1. 
Slbkey dk 
xa. 23. 
xiii. 18. 


xiii, 24. 


xili, 25. 


F \ 
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Greek) Q; cf. bqir: “ita diligendus” 
(— et). 

habundat (pro abundabat) =d; “quod 
superest”’ Gwill syr pesh; cf. Greek. 

qualis structura DW br; cf. syr S. 

—et iit. = syr,and onlyc of Latins and 
Greeks without copula (note that & 
has “et spondens’’). 

+ hominibus (post omnibus) with BD 
c f2q3 syr S turns the phrase and Bur- 
kitt renders ‘‘every man will be hating 
you.” (+ gentibus C 7.) 

ut non fiat fuga vestra hieme cf. syr pesh 
and many Greeks (k g, gat etc. add vel 
sabbato; but syr S omits fuga and has 
not this addition). 

lumen (pro splendorem) = Diatess and 
syr copt ¢ and g ff, Auct Quaest, Auct 
de Prom. (gk. deyyos without variation 
of MSS.) fulgurem 4, fulgorem e. 

“et stellae cadent de [caelo ?] et virtutes 
(— quae sunt) caelorum commovebun- 
tur.’ Thus exactly G with caelo, 
Abbott queries caelo, which k omits, 
having only “et stellae cadentis,” 
whether really reading the participle 
or not cannot be certain. Clearly, 
however, 7”, is against the Greek and 
with syr, for Greeks all appear to 
have mumtovtes, except 131 473 604: 


mecovvTat ek Tov ovpavov; e also has 
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stellae de caelo cadent, and g, stellae cadent 
de caelo as G above (= g,) and 1. 
Thus 7, represents the underlying Syr 
without the African dress of e and k. 
This is a test-place for 131 473 604. 


xiii. 32. et (pro vel) = syr and Diatessand aik q 


Xiv. 


Xiv. 


Xiv. 


Xiv. 


22. 


27. 


47. 


p (mut. b) with C®*FGLMQRT but 
only gr SDF S* fam 1, fam 13, 28 al. 
Here again we go with k syr and the 
Graeco-Syriac tribe as well as arm aeth 
copt, Diatessaron as above (F lat and 
arab). Of the vulgates named, PLQR 
got it from 7, but CT bear their usual 
independent testimony, as does G(=4,). 
The received text here is with the 
Greek minority and Syriac. M' comes 
in here as elsewhere sometimes, and 
Berger’s divisions are evidently too 
hard and fast. M' imbibed much of 
the Irish text. 


. azemorum. So R yp also = syr (contra gr 


To afupa); sO k azumorum; gat azae- 
morum (Branch. Tisch.), azymorum 
(Sabat.) [azaemort (fTeer)]. 

— iesus kad ff,7 and syr § [not pesh nor 
Diatess| and Gr. 8*BD 473. 

+ vos (post omnes) Q andkacd fi,gilg pu 
gat. sah = syr 8 and pesh, and only Greek 
D fam 13 (ex Matt.). 

amputavit (— illi) auriculam + ejus with 
Ch syr gk = avbtov To wrapiov, 
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All Vulgates leave ili and many 
O. Latt.as adk ete.; ¢f,7, seem better 
to represent the old syr-graeco-lat recen- 
sion, which does not appear in & here. 

Q of Vulgates adds ejus, but refuses 
to drop the zli. 

xiv. 49. inpleantur (pro adimpl.) So JQRZ* wg 
(L) impleantur; but & with r, “inple- 
antur’’; compleantur c (cf. syr). 

xiv. 50. 7, transfers omnes to the place before 
relinquentes and omits ejus; compare & 
“et reliquerunt illum omnes * et fugerunt”? ; 
so Syriac and Sahidic [not Coptic], re- 
taining however discipuli ejus, but 
writing “and all his disciples had left 
him, and fled.” 

The Greeks do not appear to trans- 
pose omnes, but N fam 13 and a few 
omit wavres outright; a says “ et relicto 
eo, omnes fugerunt.’ The comma is 

inserted by Bianchini. 
xiv. 62. sedentem a dextris (with LQ vg), a 
matter of Syriac order (against the 
Greek) supported by c/fjf,# and the 
‘received Greek text’ (+ vg as above) 
and Greek AI 1 33 etc., copt. 
ibid. Above, & is with r, and syr. Now, with 
the substitution In nubibus for cum 
nubibus, r, keeps to the syr ‘upon’ 
(super) with Qa and Greek G fam 1, 
11 28 33 and a good many more 

Q 
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xiv. 64. 


xiv. 65. 


sive G?. 
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cursives, against k and the other Latins 
and Greeks. In fact a has super nubes, 
while 7, has the half-way house of 
‘‘in,”’ retaining the ablative. 

+ ejus (post blasph.) D i™ L M gatdq 
= syr § (syr_ pesh and Hkl with Diatess 
= ‘ecce ex ore ejus audivistis blasph.’). 
The Greeks omit ejus, with the excep- 
tion of DGIN and a few cursives 
(1 fam etc.) and aeth goth, who have it. 
The Greeks fam. 13, 473, go with the 
later syr and Diatess, adding tov o7ro- 
MaTOS AUTOU OY auTOU EK TOU OTOMATOS 
QavuTOv. 

Here again & is absent from the Old 
Syriac column while 7, and d, with g 
(= 6 wanting), are in it. 

+ nobis (post profetiza) = syrSandcfk, 
or rather syr 8 has “ prophesy to us 
now,” with Greek fam 13; 

vuv alone is added by the Greeks G 1-118. 

yyw alone is added by the Greeks FY 

and a few, 
while as above cfk with 7, add nobis. 
nobis Christe is added by Latin T (ef. 
Diatess arab), while the longer addition 
(from Matt. and Luke) is found in 
some others. See Tischendorf’s note. 


+ et (post se) = pure syriac without 


apparent Greek or Latin support, for 
although. sy $ elides the aspiciens, it 
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xiv. 69. 


xv... 


xv. 4; 


eve G: 
xv. 9. 
xv. bo: 
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says ‘‘and she saith to him,” while 
pesh = “ et intuita est eum et dicit et. Et 
tu...” (cf. Diatess). 

+ et (post coepit). Cf. syr ‘et coepit. 
dicere,’ with d and D® and Diatess. 

vinctum with acd ff, ¢ aur p(and D® MO) 
for vincientes. Cf. syr sah copt “ vinxe- 
runt”; allegauerunt £; all Greeks 
Snoavres; “brought him bound” 
Diatess. 

respondiens 7,; respondens V gat (for 
respondes or respondis). Has this any 
relation to syr “ reddis responsum ”’ ? 

quemque is noteworthy for quemcumque. 
This is not ellipsis and most interest- 
ing. Compare k& = quem, following 
the ‘African’ reading of unum reum 
for unum ex vinctis. This quem is a 
survival. Compare Tischendorf’s note 
where he draws attention to the 
quem “whom” (in contradistinction 
to ‘whatever’) of sah copt and 6p 
S* B* A A 1, against dévrep of most 
and év dv of some (DG fam. 13 473). 
Burkitt, for syr 8, also renders which- 
ever, not whatever. 

—autem = syrS[non pesh]; no Greeks 
and Latins omit apparently. 

ihs for ihm. This is a curious place, for 
eis is added before thm by KVZ syr 
(+ illis X* gat c) and Greek F" and a 

Q 2 
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few avros. Possibly zis is an ellipse 


for es ihm. & has 42” only. 
(Hiat 7, xv. 17-41 aliae.) 
xv. 47. + et maria iacobi.et salome. So Greek 
Ewan, 511 (a very curious MS.). 
+ et maria iacobi d n ff, 9 syr 8, against 
iwon most (and Diatess), iwond A 258 
l vy, and conflations in ¢, g2, gat, the 
13 fam. syr lier. 
xvi. Ll. — et init. [syr cu incip. ver. 17, desunt 9-20 
syr 8, habent et pesh et Diatess}] om. 
with DW X and Greek C*? LU 127 
oll. 
~ xvi. 19. + ihs (post quidem) with a number of 
Vulgates, ¢ o (ihs xps) g 6 aur, and a** 
ff, (which Wordsw. omits), gr C* KLA 
1 22 33 124 473 etc., and syr 8, pesh 
and Diatess. 
ibid. addexteram ¢oq fr. ev SeEia CA syr 8, 
pesh Diatess. (Contra gr rell ex deéwr, 
et latt a dextris.) 
Further we may note as regards: 
k and r., 
k is wanting up to viii. 
Up to this point we may notice the following 
however: 
i. 30. discumbebat 7, with P™ HL°W. Com- 
pounds with dis are favored by hk. 
ii. 4. qua (pro in quo). Most Greeks é¢’ 6, 
but 8 B DL omov, and “ubi” a g,. 
ii. 8. sancto (pro suo) 7, with EL W 4g, h gat, 
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not syr pesh nor Diatess (wanting cu 
and §). 


_iv. 31. sic est ut r, with cg, DP MWQR up copt 


(ofova €or D* instead of as); syr cu 
and § wanting. 


v. ll. — circa montem 7, with Greek 1 33? 


only, without Latin or Syriac support. 


vil. 6. —sicut cf. vett latt [not syr nor Greek]. 

The above affiliations, both Greek and Latin, 

_ seem to point to another form of Syriac version 
as the origin of them. 


Beyond 


this &£ is available. At the risk of 


repetition—but we cannot emphasize it enough— 
we add this table of readings (some of which 


have appeared already). 


viii. 19. 

ibid. 
Vili, 23. 
Lal eal 


1x2 6/'f. 
ix. 21/22. 


ix. 25/26. 
(xe 20. 
x. 34. 
x. 42. 
xivh 2; 


— quando 7, k syr ete. 

— plenos 7, £ and D t* M. 

— suis 7, k et vett aliq. 

— eis 7,4 and DWT and Diatess (not 
syr 8 nor pesh). 

dilectissimus 7, k. 

aqua k& and Z*; aqua /f,; aquam 7, 
and DG Sbd filq6, for aquas. 
Both D* and A have ra véara there- 
against. 

exibit 7, and R; exiuit 45 etc. 

— ait d and r, only) ef. Diatess. 

— flagellabunt eum 7, and & (not syr).. 

convocans 7, and a B; convocatis & gq. 

r, writes after Bethania “cum x” (* cum 
xt” D ®* Q) but adds after essuripit 
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xi. 
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‘“‘1r?; we find in & that there is an 
addition of hz* after esurivit. Clearly 
then the secret of 7.’8 madness is out. 

21. originally r, read probably cum, for quam 
of kafigqrs, and cuz of most; 7, omits, 
but Q* R [not p»], copying the same 
original, give cum. This place was in 
trouble early, for d writes “arbor ficui 
(— cui) maledizisti.” 

22. — dei r, and kac only with 28* gr, not 
syr 8, but Burkitt indicates a ‘sus- 
pected corruption’ of the text here. 
[ Diatess and pesh have it]. 

23. — fiet r, with R, due to jiat jiet perhaps 
(gr. ywerat, eora), but see treatment in 
k. [ye shall have what ye say Diatess.] 

24 jin. veniet vobis cf.acketc.; some eveni- 
ent, and venient rz etc.; even d here 
venient opposite extar; but erit c ff t 
(= eora gr and syr), fiet qd; erunt a k, 
‘and ye shall have’ Diatess. 

29. —et prim. rz, and k (G? see Sabatier) 
and gr BCLA 157 548 570 copt [not 
sy. 

33. facio r, and 4° with d fig6 and QT 
gat. Gr. mow. ‘I work’ Diatess. 


xii, 1. —et prim. r, and k. . 
xii. 21. + ipse (post et sec.) r, and k ¢ with 
BDMO® (p). 
iid. — iste r, and rb ff, etc. Concerning this 


verse cf. Tisch. notes. 
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xi. 26. resurgunt r, and k with ®'R. 

xii, 30. — et ex tota anima tua et ex tota mente 

tua 7, k and gr. 157 but not with the 

Syriacs nor. Diatess, except syr hier cod 

A which omits “et ex tota mente tua,” 

and the Syriac-Greek 157 as above; 

but gr KII* and a few cursives omit the 

clause xa e€ odys THs Wuxys cov with 

the Vulg. cod. Reg 1 E vi and Moling ; 

and gr. D H Evst 49 ¢ d ff, 9, (syr hier A as 

above) omit kau e€ ohys Tys Siavo.as gov. 

_. Justin Martyr here comes to our assistance, for 

his reading (Apol. I.) agrees with kr, and 157, 

eliding the two middle clauses. He quotes ovrws 

erevoey civ: “ weyloTn EvTohy €oTL, KUpLoy TOV Ody 

ov TpocKuvyATEs Kal avT@ wovm Katpevoets EE OhyS 

THS Kapdias gov Kat €€ bAns THS iaoyvos 

cov, KUpiov TOY TowjcavTa oe.” Surely this is a 

valuable sidelight on a lost Syriac, when we 

remember that Justin and Jrenacus also have other 
Syriac affinities. 

Nor is this all. For Justin quotes again ( Trypho) 
and in precisely the same way: ofev pou Soxet 
Karas eipnoOa vo TOU HweTépov Kupiov Kal OwTHpos 
*Incod Xpiorod ev dvoiv evtohats Tacav Siaxocvvyy 
Kat evoeBevav mrynpovoba. eiot d€ abrav “‘ ayamn- 
aes KUpioy TOV Beov cov €€ ONS THS Kapdias 
gov kat €€ odyns THS iaxvos cov’ Kal Tov 
TArAnolov cov ws TEeavTor.” 

Nor is this all, for twice over in his commentary 
on this, which follows, he repeats these two 
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clauses without any further amplification what- 
ever, even when expounding. 


. Mark 


mille. 2 
xiii. 4. 
xiii. 19. 


xiii, 29. 


xili. 34. 


xiv. 29. 


SIV. ols 


xiv. 42. 


Ul. oo. 


ibid. 
239 eel 


— aedificationes 7, and hk. 

incipiunt +7, and &. 

— Deus 7; & and ¢ d ff, i n arm and 
D® 27 473 omit ‘quam _ condidit 
Deus’; not so syr S nor pesh. 

“et in osteis”? with BDWM X; k= “et 
in foreibus est finis”’ (cf. Auct de Pro- 
mass). Greeks and other Latins do not 
give et. 

— qui r,=k eS peregrinans (— qui); 
grapes; acd f ffi qr also omit qui. 
illi vr, vg. and kacd etc. [not the Vulg. 

codices]. 

potuistis 7, (also L) kd ff, and gr D fam 
1, fam 69 and a few others as Matt, 
with Diatess, 

prope est quimetradet 7,; soalsor acd 
ST fq copt and D® 511, 8” (not syr) 
agreeing with order in k ‘“‘ecce adpro- 
pinquavit qui me tradit.” 

prima (pro una) & r, with g and DW 
GOX. 

venerunt £7, with ff, ¢ and ® (D). 

dixi (pro dixit) k r, with ff, q and a** 
(preserved down to W in English trans- 
mission) and gr D (d wanting here) 
40 72. 
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xX. 
It would appear that r is often a mixture of d 
and the forerunner of 7,. We cannot tell the com- 
position of r without studying 7, 7 chose what 
it liked and left the rest. 7 was running along- 
side of a in St. Jerome’s day (see his writings). 

The relations of r to r, would form a separate 
treatise, but they are close, as can be seen from 
similar but singular renderings, e.g., defunctus for 
mortuus Luke xx. 29 and 30. 

The deep Latin base of 7, is seen in many 
places. Take a simple instance of receperit for 
acceperit (Luke xviii. 17) only by J er,» and gat. 
J, as we know, has a very old stem; e goes far 
back of ‘“ African”? forms; gat can be shown to 
have its anchors in the Syriac, as practically all 
the Latins, including g,. Again Luke xxi. 10 gens 
in gentem with J 64, all others contra or super or 
adversus, Greek em. See also Luke xxii. 22 scriptum. 

The deep Greek base (concurrent with syr) is 
shown at Luke xviii. 43 vidiens f (dwv) for ut vidit 
of the rest of the Latins and against syr. See 
also efugere for expvyew Luke xxi. 36; all vulgates 
(but E, who got it from 7,) have fugere. But the 
body of vett follow the Greek with the prefix. 





+ Where r, adds an i in the present participle, » often elides 
one, thus cupens, audens, aspicens, adicens: and even with the 
imperfect, invenebant, thus leading to auwdebant for audiebant. 
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Whence however (Luke xviii. 30) septies tantum 
ofabcdef,il grr, for multo plura of f w vg and 
vg codd and vodham\aciova of the Greeks? D*® 
alone = extam\acwva. The Old Syriac and 
peshitto and Diatess do not recognize this, and 
only Harkleian margin calls attention to it, 
while Jerome discourses against it. 

This may be a key to a profounder Syriac base 
than we have in syr cu and §, for syr cu and S$ 
have an hundred fold, while Ephraem only gives us 
the “sevenfold”? quoted out of the order of the 
Diatessaron, where F gives centuplum and the 
Arabic many times as much. In the parallel, Mark 
x. 30, all Greeks have exatovr\ac.ova with the 
Latin, but in Matt. xix. 29—-while exatovm\ac.ova is 
read by most and 7 vg copt syr cu 8 Clem Bas 
Chrys Iren il—B L sah syr hier (Orig apparently 
both ways as usual) read zoddam\acrova, followed 
by Tischendorf. 

See immediately after (Luke xix. 8) reddam for 
reddo with Ephr. only, against all Greeks Latins 
and syr cu S Aphraates and peshitto. 

As regards an older form of Syriac see Luke 
xix. 43, where the Greek is em oe, but syr cu and 
S with Greek 28 and Latin M omit; the Latins 
say in te (tibi syr pesh) but r, = super te; surely 
a concurrent Graeco-Syriac antedating all. So 
doubtless some of 7.’s unique readings trace to a 
similar source. There is very little trace, if any, 
of later Syriac influence. 


There are many unique readings, which if 
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gathered (for which I have no space nor special 
need here) may help solve the Syriac problem. 
There seems to be another line of Syriac-Latin 
which I cannot trace. See d quantum quantum 
Luke v. 3, not syr S but Semitic. 

I have long looked upon Greek X as a Latin 
key. It seems to go farther than this and invite 
inspection for Syriac-Latin sources. | 

Observe Luke xxii. 64 for the usual “ prophetiza 
quis est qui te percussit”? read by syr cu and S and 
pesh, we observe r, reads: “ profeta nobis ype”... 
This is the reading of Greek X 131 Cyril with 9, 
l sah; and 10 other Greeks bcig copt aeth merely 
** propheta nobis”? ... 

‘nobis ype’ occurs in St. Matthew’s account 
(xxvi. 68), which the Diatess arab apparently 
follows. 

There are plenty of unique readings, but not 
many glosses. See, however, Luke xxiii. 12: 

+ opus malum malos in unum 
conjungunt in eadem die. 

The result of our examination of 7, reveals the 
fact that if the Curetonian or Sinaitic Syriac had 
never been discovered, yet a very large number 
of readings peculiar to 7, in the Latin survive, 
which are now seen to be supported alone either 
by the Syriac cu or 8; and this notwithstanding 
severe revision of 7, Furthermore it is not a 
question of a Syriac element imposed upon 7, or 
upon any of the Latins for critical purposes and 
comparatively late. On the contrary, a careful 
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study of such MSS. as / or ff, or ¢ (or in fact any 
of them) will show that their Syriac affinities are 
fundamental; they have not been added. In fact 
we recognize that what remains, remains notwith- 
standing the activity of revising hands, and that 
nothing of the kind has been added, while without 
any doubt many more of the syriacising lections 
once existing in these MSS. have been withdrawn 
by the hands of the correctors. 

I have not tabulated the occasions where 7, is 
alone with syr S or Syr cu (or the rarer occasions 
when alone with pesh or syr hier) for I want the 
student to do this for himself and go through the 
whole of the evidence. 

In St. Luke and in much of St. John the Dia- 
tessaron and peshitto are nearer together than the 
Diatessaron and the “ Old Syriac.” See many 
places and compare Luke xxiv. 30, the journey to 
Emmaus: 

“‘and when he sat with them. Diatess and pesh 
(and also F the Latin Diatessaron) with the rest ; 
but syr cu and 8 omit, having: 

‘“‘and when he sat (down to meat)’ with de. 
So de here in all probability go erroneously with 
syr cu 8. If here, then perhaps in several other 
‘places, where the evidence is thus divided. 

Furthermore a most important thing remains to 
be discussed. We shall only briefly refer to it 
here. 

We did not expect to tabulate so many places 
when we set out on our journey, but we found 
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that we dared not overlook a number of things. 
Hastily and perhaps imperfectly as the work has 
been put together (for we have done this under 
great stress and pressure while revising other 
proofs) yet it will show some very striking things 
about the Syriac versions. For instance, just as 
we had dismissed from our minds any Syriac 
connection with a strange reading of 7, not to be 
found in syr cu or S or the peshitto, and perhaps 
supported by only one or by a very few Latin 
witnesses, we found on reference to the Jerusalem 
Syriac that that version supported it; and this in 
places showing clearly that it was an underlying 
Syriac we had to do with. 

The same applies to several places where we go 
with the peshitto against the others. Now it is 
not so strange as it may seem when we consider 
how boldly syr cu and S have been revised. Little 
things lacking there reappear in the pesh or in the 
Jerusalem Syriac which seem really to come from 
the original source back early in the 1" century. 
This is witnessed to by the peculiar behaviour of 
the Latins, which, on careful study, throw tre- 
mendous light upon this basic text. 

As a matter of fact the peshitto has been treated 
as regards revision very much like each member 
of the Old Latin family. 

There are so many places which make clear what 
we mean that we prefer not to dwell on separate 
instances, and we cannot repeat here the passages 
in question. 
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But to illustrate, take for instance : 
Matt. 


xxii. 30. + mortuorum ail Syriacs (+ Diatess 
arab) against Greeks, all Latins and 
Fathers. 

This ties up the ‘ Old’ Syriac, peshitto and syr 
hier together. But 7, witnesses to it. 

- Then, immediately following : 

xxii. 32. Ego sum Deus Abraham (-— et) Deus 
Ischak (— et) Deus Jacobi. 

Thus the jpeshitto ALONE, but again with 7, 
and Dimma and F™™- Is not this the older 
reading ? 

Again : 

xxii. 45. +in spu no Syriacs except hier (all three 
codices) but with Latin F (Diatessaron 
against Diatess arab), most Old Latin 
and the Vulgates which follow 7, DE 
wP™e Q W p. 

This involves the Diatessaron, but not syr cu S$ 
nor pesh. 

Again : 

xxii. 43. —in spu No Vulgates nor Old Latin 
and only syr 8 of the Syriacs with 7, 
[against Diatess arab]. 

And observe, all this can be picked up in a 
single chapter. 

Again : 

xxvii. 37. Syr S has “ And while they were sitting 

they wrote the trespass.’ Here d 
(against his Greek D) and only 7, 
agree in “ the accusation”’ rather than 
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“his accusation,’ against all Greeks 


and other Latins and against pesh 
and Diatess arab, which agree to- 
gether in “the cause of his death.” 

Take another place: . 
xxiv. 36. De die autem illa vel hora (pro... et 

hora). So 6 and r, only of Latins, 
Evan. 33, Hust. 63 Didymus only of 
Greeks. Not syr S nor pesh, but 
occurring in syr hier (all 3 codices). 

Observe how # intrudes here. 

Turning back to: 

xxiv. 31, you find angulis venti ( pro ventis) so r, 
and angulis ventorum 7 p /Zilary 
but angulos caeli 0. 

No others, Greeks, Latins nor Syriacs. 

The Curetonian is wanting and might have 
exhibited it. 

The point is that ) had knowledge of this, just 
as of the lection above, and it may possibly trace 
to the same source. 

We might go on at length. This is only offered 
in illustration ; and > has been so altered that but 
little Syriac remains in it compared to c and d and 
eand k and jf. They all go back to the polyglot, 
though of that Graeco-Syriac-Latin polyglot I feel 
sure we have not got the whole Syriac base; it 
has not survived. Weclaim that r, links up all 
the Syriacs, and when we remember how little 
the text of 7, meant to us only a short while 
since, tucked away in. small print at the end 
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of Abbott’s edition of 7, until we dug down 
below the surface, we are encouraged to think 
that this fuller study may be of some help to 
others and enable them to proceed further with 
the investigation. 

Again, we see in the quotations of Auctor op 
imp in Matthew another Latin witness whose text 
was largely imbued with the Syriac element, 
deriving of course in the same way from a poly- 
glot. This is the more important as it serves to 
check our Latin MSS. by this lengthy witness, 
who cannot be safely neglected, and who should 
always be taken into consideration with the type 
of MS. which, as we can see by a more careful 
study than hitherto, he used habitually. For 
instance : 

Matt. 


XXV. 17. + tallenta edr, D® syr 8S <Auct op 
imp. 

xxv. 3. +suis D E i” R Wurzburg J r, p syr 
many Greeks, Aug Arnob Auct op 
imp. 

xxv. 7. composuerunt jf; g Auct op imp (com- 
pare the others ornauerunt, and p 
acceperunt). 

xxiv. 23. ecce (pro aut) Ebeq7,syr 8, three 
Greeks, Auct op imp (see the rest). 

xxiv. 27. —et wt DK MQRVZ Wurzburg 
Jad fihqar? mw Auct op imp Hier 
(Algas) Syr with Diatess most Greeks 
copt arm Orig. 
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xxiv. 28. ubi with simpler syr and ¢r, only, with 


Auct op imp Cypr Ambr. 

XXxlii. 25 fin. iniquitate most Greeks but only r, 
and Auct op imp and Auct de promiss 
with syr pesh and Diatess. 

etc., etc. 

Note also in Appendix II. how Dimma illus- 
trates the matter of the original single base of 
all the Syriacs. | 

As regards Matt. xxii. 32, referred to on p. 222, 
please note that in the order for the VISITATION 
oF THE Sick (at the end of St. Luke’s Gospel 
in the book of Dimma) the writer REPEATS 
verbatim the form 

Ego sum Deus Abraam Deus Isac Deus Jacob, 
again eliding the et both times, and showing that » 
this was no mere mistake on the part of the 
scribe of the main book. 

The Visitation is printed in full in Sir William 
Betham’s work, “Irish Antiquarian Researches,” 
Dublin, 1826. 

There are a few mistakes made in transcribing, 
but not of any great importance. For some 
reason the editor prints etiam throughout for the 
symbol 7, and refuses to give us the ‘angueli’ of 
the scribe, printing ‘ angel.’ 
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XI. 


We now continue the lists in St. Matthew. 

k ig extant Matt. i—-iii. 10; iv. 2—xiv. 16; 
xv. 20-36. 

r, is extant Matt. i. 18-ii. 6; iv. 24-v. 29; 
xiii, 8=xiv..1; xvi. 13-—xviii. 31; xix. 
26—xxvii. 58. 

Unfortunately 7 is wanting Matt. i. 1l- 
xv. 15; fortunately this is largely re- 
placed by &. 

h is also wanting i. 1-iii. 15 and xiv. 33- 
xviii. 12, but is available with 7, where 
k is missing, in most of the second half 
of the Gospel; and e continues where 
k leaves off. 

d Latin fails us i. 1-11, ii. 21-iii. 7; vi. 8 
—viii. 26; and xxvi. 66-xxvii. 1, but 
fortunately gives us xiv./xviii. where h 
is wanting. 

Je is wanting i. 1-xi. 16, but available 
with d¢h in the second half. 

c accompanies us throughout. 
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ST. MATTHEW. 
i, 19. + homo (post esset) with DE®LR 
Wurzburg J with Dimmaabe g, go f p 
(not df, kq syr S pesh nor Greek) is also 
found in syr cu and Ephr. 

On the other hand, syr cu and Ephr 
render ‘Now Joseph, because he was 
an upright man,’ eliding 6 dvyp airys 
in the first clause; the Greeks, d jf, hq 
and syr S pesh having: 

"lwoond Se 6 avnp autns, Sixatos wv. 

In all the Latins, accompanying 7, 
vir ejus is also found. Whether homo 
crept in from a knowledge of the 
preceding clause (left out by syr cu 8) 
or is merely an attribute of dixcatos is 
not clear, though it is to be noted that 
g (the alter ego of b) omits, while } adds. 

i. 20. —eo T* 7. 

nasceretur 7, LV*. nascetur MW V° pu. 

i. 20. apparuit e appearing early in the clause 
in r, is probably a survival of syr order. 
In the same verse the ex ea of 7, for in ea is 
clearly Syriac. This is the reading of syr cu and 
S, of bc fg, and of the Vulgates sympath. to », 
ER" L MV Dimma, Cypr (Ambr gives both); but 
not of ad ff, 9.4 q » nor of Greek, nor of syr pesh. 
This place represents a trial of strength between 
b and g, between c and a d, between 7 and k 
(where Cypr is with r,), between f and 7,, between 


g, and gy, between Dimma and p, between syr cu 8 
R 2 
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and pesh Greek. It is unfortunate that / jf, e are 
not extant to decide who is right (the two Arabic 
MSS. of the Diatessaron oppose each other). Von 
Soden has kindly decided for us by putting ex in 
his text, and the text of & is here buried in his 
footnote! This because St. Cyprian is nowadays 
being unduly exalted to tell us what was the 
“true text” in his day. But the “ African text”’ 
must be reduced as we are doing, to its Syriac 
elements, before we can decide such things. 

Auct op imp and Vigil Taps join the ranks of 
‘those reading ‘‘ ex,”’ but Juvencus (from the way in 


which he turns it) seems clearly to have read “in.” 
Matt. 


i. 22. per essaiam proph. 7”, and sympath. 
Vulg. DP” LQR(Y™) Wurzburg J 
Dimma, also abed f 9, qm Iren and 
syr cu & hier hark against pesh and 
Diatess arab, other Vulgates, and jf; & 
and all Greeks (but D 142), who omit 
the name of Isaiah. Auct op imp 
supports the omission. 

Here is again a worthy conflict, but 
the nature of the case seems to convict 
the majority of undue diligence in the 
addition, and here & and jf, uphold 
Greek traditions, and the peshitto again 
appears to have preserved the “true 
text” against syr cu S and even against 
Irenaeus. 

i, 24, + mariam (ante conjugem suam) so 
8“ copt (north and south) aeth arab 
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Auct op imp; syr cu has ‘Mary’ but 
subduev tyv yuvarxa avrov. Not so syr 
S nor pesh, which read with the great 
majority and Diatess arab tyv yuvaika 
cov without the addition of Mary. 

Not even our sympathetic Vulgates 
fall into line with ~, nor any Old 
Latin except g.; & has simply. uxorem, 
suppressing suam (a is wanting). One 
would suppose here that 7, was impro- 
vising, but for the deep Syriac roots 
elsewhere, so that it is quite clear that 
we have a survival here of syr cu 8™ 
and Coptic. 

ii. 1. + in (ante hierosol.) 7, EQR but also 
Greek, andbcdg,qp, notak. 

ii. 3. omnes (pro omnis) (with L*). 

ii. 4. sciscitabatur + interrogabat. Thisis con- 
flate. Only J of Vulg. Codd. uses 
interrogabat, with d (— ab eis), but 
a interrogabit, 
beg.q interrogavit, and apparently 

Diatess arab, 

f requisivit, 
k quaesit. 

Syr cu and S ‘said to them’; pesh 
‘percontabatur eos.’ Gr. emvvOavero 
wap avtwv but DI 47 52 56 om. map 
avtav (sax poster omits ab eis, while rz 
has it twice); both Y and R have 
it, but for sciscitabatur R** has simply 
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ahsade, while Y has “ georne gefraignade 
t geascade t. gefrasade.”” 
Hiat 7, ii. 6-iv. 24 abit, 
but within these limits : 

ii. k* hasiuda So EW Dimma land prob. 7). 

ii. 8. ite (— et) D® LR» (and prob. 7,) with 
Greek (not k). 

ibid. + eum (post inveneritis) DE®™ LQR 

Wurzburg J gat w» (+ prob. 7.) and syr, 
not Greek, nor other O. L., but & has 
autem, prob. mistake for eum or illum. 

ii. 23. in civitatem (pro in civitate) thus (with 
Greek ets wodw) E Q (and prob. 7.) with 
k bc (hiat d) f 92 9. 

iii. 5, + omnis (ante hierosol.) HE and prob. 7, 
for & has + tota with al aeth and Greek 
1+ mraca; 157 has + ra. 

(Hiat & iii. 10-iv. 2.) 

iv. 3. tad eum DELQR Dimma p* (so no 
doubt 7,) for syr and & h etc. add it. 

iv. 23. curans (pro sanans) E. So perhaps 7, 
as k has it, and ad 9,. 

(v.19. — qui autem wsque ad fin. vers. r,and D, 

so gr 8* Dg, (not syr). 
Hx hom. tov ovpavwv ... Twv ovpavev: 
in regno caelorum. . in regno caelorum. ) 
Dimma has the clause, and p» has the 
clause (— fecerit). 

v. 29. una pars (pro unum) DL Dimma rp 
only with ch (apparently not any 
Greek or Syr as rendered. Burkitt is 
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careful to say ‘that thy one member,’ 


and. Crowfoot renders év pedos cov.) 

v. 29. eat (pro mittatur) 7, and B P™™ W 
Wurzburg J with abc (d) 9,, (heat) A 
and syr cu S Diatess arab copt, [D® 
ameXOn (but omits ver. 30) (all others 
BdnPy)] but “ ruat’’ pesh (Gwill). 

k omits altogether (and also in verse 30)! 
(Hiat 7, v. 30—xiii. 7 in spinas.) 

Meanwhile we might run over & in this lacuna 

and see what he has to say about Syriac and Greek. 

v. 36. in capite = «vy rn xedadn retaining the 
Greek alone among Latins; syr ‘by thy 
head ’ but. same expression throughout. 
All others per caput except d, who writes 
in caput, and 6, who writes in capite vel 
per caput [Crowfoot translates syr cu 
ev 7) Keo. ]. 

v. 47. omit verse & with syr S (not cu nor 
Diatessaron arab nor other Greeks or 


Latins). 
mie adonne ti cf. syr and Diatessaron arab, 
; Ee i cul D and some Greeks, but 

erit (eris ?) 


pro eritis only g of Latins. 


[Thereagainst & turns the whole of verse 6 

into the plural against Syr Gr and 

Latin and does the same at verse 17-18.] 

vi. 7. arbitrantur for Soxovoaw is better than 
putant. So Augustine in de serm 

Dom; this is the more noteworthy as 
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Aug in the same place gives above 


verse 6 in plural with 4. 

h has aestimantes. 
Syr S = they hope; the Syriac word 
is used in various places to convey a 
variety of ideas. 

vi. 13. For ne inducas nos in tempt. k has “ne 
passus fueris induct nos in tempt.” I 
think we may fairly assume that r, 
agrees, as we find ne patiaris nos induci 
in DR Wurzburg J Dimma gq p gat, 
which we know drew from 7, And 
these seven are the only Vulgates or 
Old Latin to give this, except c, which 
is still nearer to & with ne passus nos 
fueris induct. 

Tert Cypr Arnob, expounding, all 
give the form of DR Wurzburg J 
Dimma go gat pw (= 72 ?). 

Chromat and Aug use ‘ne nos inseras,’ 
but Aug, explaining, repeats Tertullian 
and Cyprian’s form. Syr and Diatess- 
aron is ‘bring us not,’ but Jac. ‘make 
us not to enter.’ + 

vi. 25. I do not know whether syr conveys a 
shade of meaning between ideo and 
propterea, but I note Gwilliam uses 





+ Wurzburg J belongs clearly to the double type k-r,, going 
alone with «P k several times; see viii. 16 curabat Pk; ix. 9 
transisset eP k. 


Matt. 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 233 


propterea for pesh, alone with k, while 
every other Latin says ideo for gk Sia 
Touto (SO again xii. 27, 31, xiv. 1); soin 
following verse they both use intuemini 
for respicite of all others (aspicite Cypr, 
consprcite Aug) [gr ewBrepare]. 


vi. 28. intuemini (pro considerate et catapalere) 


with syr cu only (hiat 8). Note that 
Burkitt renders Look at ver. 26 (as 
intuemint k, Gwilliam) but merely see 
(aspicite) here. | 

kafopare Crowfoot translates here 
(Baethgen retains xatapafere), and ep- 
Bdeare in ver. 26 (so Baethgen). 


vi. 29. amictus pro co-opertus & and Guwill 


' vi. 30. & 


rendering pesh (vestitus est h, vestie- 
batur E a Ambr Auct op imp). 

Burkitt renders cu ‘‘ covered,’’ Crow- 
foot renders zepieBadero with the body 
of Greeks. But surely Gwilliam and k 
here hit it off to perfection, for amictus 
conveys the glory of the covering as 
well as the covering itself. 

Aug. uses vestitus est, but in de civit. 
Dei he also uses amictus with k and 
Gwilliam. 
is very interesting as he jumps about 
from syr to greek or greck to syr and 
back again. 

Thus here for Greek dudiervvew he 
renders circumtegit against the simple 
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syriac vestit, as all other Latins, even 6 
without alternative [we miss d here 
very much; this witness is unfor- 
tunately lacking vi. 20—viii. 27; ¢ also 
is wanting vi. 28—vil. 8]. 


vi. 32. Then in this verse he goes back to Syriac 


vii. 


with quaerunt, for émulntovow (inquirunt 
latt. omn. except g, = quaerant) [Cypr 
and Aug give both]. 


3. Here we go back to a better rendering of 


Greek and Syriac. Greek is katavoes: 
syr is perspicis (Gwill), ‘ examine’ 
(Burkitt). 

k says intelleges, while all other Latins 
and Fathers have vides, except a, which 
is good with consideras, showing similar 
care on the part of a. 


vii. 15. eaute & for attendite. So pesh here (and 


old syr at vi. 1) Aug; no Old Latin. 


vii. 23. We go back to more direct oration of the 


Syriac, omitting quia of the latt and 
ott of the Greeks. Thus: &£ and syr 
‘Et tunc dicam illis * nunquam vos 
cognovi’ and so Cypr Aug Oros, but 
no Latin MSS. Thus the Greek MSS. 
28 68 elsewhere. 


[viii. 2. We notice in & the absence of quidam: 


‘“‘leprosus quidam ”’ of syr and DLQR 
Wurzburg J Dimma p*. Hence it is fair 
to assume 7, is responsible for this in 
DLQR, reading with syr here against 


Matt. 


viii. 


4, k 
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Greek and k. It is very noticeable 
here, however, that abe fh g, 9 p* all 
add guidam with syr against Greek, 
while only #7, & 1 8 omit (d is wanting)]. 
has rather a happy rendering here 
of demonstra (degov) for ostende, with 
Cypr apparently alone. This is good 
African ‘color.’ Sometimes it is very 
poor. 

So k’s obsecrans viii. 5, a favorite 
word with him, covers the enlarged 
expression of syr cu and S “was be- 
seeching him and entreating,”’ for the 
one Greek word mapakahwv [Diatess 
arab only ‘besought’|; h strains at it 
with depraecans. The others are con- 
tent with rogans. Cypr does not quote, 
but obsecrans is a word peculiar to k 
and belongs to him in a special manner 
(see viii. 31, 34 etc.). He differentiates 
distinctly however, for, ix. 38 he uses 
rogate. 


viii. 8. Now follows a very curious rendering for 


ixavos: “I am not worthy.” k says 
idoneus for the dignus of all others. 
Idoneus has a Sanskrit root, and is 
certainly an excellent rendering for the 
Greek. See Syriac, which uses same 
word at Matt. iii. 3 (gk evfevas, rectas 
Latin), xx. 12 (icovs, pares Latin), 
Joh. v. 18 (idvov, aequalem Latin). 
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k at x. 11 for d&os uses dignus (digtus 


sic) and dignus x. 37. 

viii. 20. inclinet for reclinet conveys the syr (‘ ful- 
ciat”’? Gwill) and the Greek kw. 

viii. 26. malacia for tranquillitas. This appears at 
first sight to be a graecism, padaxta, but 
malacia is used in Caesar for a calm of 
the sea, and the Greek here and at 
Mark iv. 39 is yadnvyn. Is this not the 
original translator’s Syriac mind at 
work thinking of malach and things 
nautical? Note at Matt. ix. 35 where 
padaxiy occurs, in its primary sense, 
k gives us the variation imbecillitatem, 
although &£ uses infirmitatem at x. 1 
with the rest. On turning back how- 
ever to Matt. iv. 23 you will find & 
also uses imbecillitatem there. By play- 
ing therefore on the foundation of the 
word, he shows a mind intent on root- 
meanings. 

The peshitto uses two different words 
for tranquillitas in Matt. viii. 26 and 
Mark iv. 39 (syr 8 is wanting in Mark 
iv. 39). 

Note that in a roundabout way 
Wurzburg J throws a little light on 
this, having + in mari at the end of 


+ Hil. on Matt. viii. 17, where k uses infirmitates (gr d0Oevetas), 
speaks of ‘“infirmitates humanae imbecillitatis absorbens.” 


Matt. 


ix 22. 


acs LT. 


ix. 28. 


x. 5/6. 
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the verse, “‘tranquillitas magna in mari”? ; 
for Wurzburg J appears to be an Irish 
codex, remodelled, but with some Old 
Latin in it, and a number of readings 
alone with k. 

It is to be noted however that at 
Mark iv. 39 and Luke viii. 24 ¢ has 
malacia where k is deficient; e is not 
extant at Matt. viii. 26. 

super lectum, ‘lying on a bed’; so both 
Syr and Greek em krwns BeBdyp., but 
all Latins, but 4, in lecto (in lectam M*). 

k substitutes sedes for manducat [+ et bibit 
of some]. No Greeks nor Syriacs. 
This is rather curious. Possibly est or 
edit is intended; Gwill says cibum sumit. 

var xupte. Rendered ita (for utique) by 
Gwill and k. Utique all Vulg. and O.L. 
except d = etiam, as other Latins at 
xi. 9, and Gwill, but & holds to ita; so 
Augustine here xi. 9. p* omits. 


. qui tradidit eum (— et) So only F 


Greek, but the body of Old Latins 
with syr and copt and DELQRW 
Dimma Moling. 

Note mistake here in #4, where part is 
omitted in the text. The MS. L (so 
closely related to r,) had trouble here. 
Hence probably in 7, there was also 
somewhat similar trouble to that visi- 
ble in &. 
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x. 18. mea causa instead of propter me of all 


ibid. k 


Latins for évexev euov. Burkitt gives 
for S “ for my name’s sake,” with gi, ex 
Lue. Only Tertullian renders with k. 
also has stabitin (= stabitis or stabitis 
in) agreeing with syr S (cu not extant) 
instead of ducemini and axOynoecbe of 
nearly all Vulgates and Greeks, with 
Origen and Diatessaron arab.  Stabitis 
is supported by Wurzburg J, all Old 
Latins [not Dimma p] and Iren Cypr 
etc., except f and Tert., and by Greek 
D and 111. 


xi. 8. Now we jump back to Greek, & having 


the active portant (dopovrres) for vesti- 
untur of the Latins; d only using 
utuntur (Ambr in one place induuntur, 
and Juvencus ‘ tenentur’); 8 uses vestiti. 


xi. 14. percipere for recipere (Se€acar, gr omn) is 


noteworthy by & f and g because 
QR X* follow them with this perci- 
pere—so also pw, the first hand having 
apparently written recipere first, and 
changed it himself to percipere—and 
hence doubtless 7, formerly, when 
extant here; and not only so, but 
because, against Greek and Syriac, 
abg,h and even / have scire, and c 
audire (with Tertullian). Hence in the 
original of the Graeco-Syriac-Latin ex- 
emplar there may have been a word 
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other than defacfa. employed. Even 
Juvencus has noscere. No Greeks that I 
know of show any variation, and d has 
accipere with gat. But the Gothic gives 
a subtle variation with mith-niman, 
which is rather noteworthy in this 
careful translation from the Greek. 
Scire no doubt grew out of perci- 
pere, which has the first meaning of 
de€acfar and the secondary of scire. 
Therefore we may be sure the fk q 
base is the oldest ; ab 9, A are them- 
selves however so old that this pushes 
J & q very far back indeed [syr and 
Diatess read recipere}. 

Now it so happens that this opens up a very 
interesting question of what is East and West, 
‘ African’ and so forth. Professor Lawlor in his 
‘‘Chapters on the Book of Mulling”’ is at great 
pains, by an elaborate tabulation, to show that 
certain sections are Old Latin. Now he need not 
have gone to so much trouble. We have only to 
glance at the Reprint for a moment to pick up, in 
S. Matt. xxv. 34, percipite, where we remember all 
Latin MSS., Vulgate and Old Latin (including 
adh and evenr and r,) read possidete for xdypo- 
vounoate of Greek and Syriac, to be aware that 
an Old Latin text confronts us. ¢ are wanting 
there, and we may assume that it is probable they 
might read percipite, for Cyprian so read at this 
place. So do Lucifer, Augustine, Optatus and 
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Philaster. So also does Irenaeus, and here we 
find it cropping up alone in the Book of Mulling. 
Professor Lawlor need only, as we say, have 
indicated this to do away with his tables [page 
136; he only refers to Cypr]. How did it get 
there? Well, we have long had a suspicion that 
f (as well as ad h) played a part in moulding the 
British text, and although /, as it exists at 
present, does not read percipite at Matt. xxv. 34, 
yet, as we have seen, it does do so at xi. 14, so 
there may be connection.t 

Note potawimus of Mulling at xxv. 37 with d fh 
(and gr (7.) Cypr); Lawlor omits to notice h g for 
this (p. 131); then: 


Matt. 
xxv. 38. suscipimus (instead of collegimus) with 


achr ry [non Cypr = abduximus] ; 
Lawlor does not mention ¢ or A (p. 
131). 

xxvi. 36. in agrum for in villam, which is also the 
reading of d h (agro) r (r. wanting), as 


+ See the Luke lists in Lawlor pp. 139/40, 142/3, where the 
f connection with Moling is well indicated (see also Luke viii. 
17). We have not been able to trace so far where this f element 
entered. But possibly the base of Moling is responsible. Moling 
itself undoubtedly has elements existing in the underlying codex, 
quite lost to us. Note the dulcidinis of Moling at Luke viii. 14 
for voluptatibus and ydovwyr. This is unique; d reads suabitate 
with syr cu S ‘pleasantness’ in the singular. But Moling 
actually preserves the plural and the primary meaning of jdus 
rather than ydovn. See note at end of Appendix ITI. 

As we expected, we find from Dimma and Moling that ff, and 
I also entered the British text through the bases of these MSS. 
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well as of our old friend L, who used 


r,, and of Hilary; Lawlor omits 4 L 
and Hilary. 

xxvi. 41. prumtus is a Vulgate reading by LZ 
(iat r.) and prumptus DEP KWRV; 
as is xxvii. 32 + venientem obviam 
illi (E etc. with sibi), [At Mark xiv. 
38 prumtus is read by L and 7,.] 

xxvi. 58. in atrio is again a reading of L, ae d 
fe, hr vr, (Lawlor omits 7, /), intro 
others[ f = intra], but Mulling Br oe 
with intus in atrio, as also in two other 
places, viz. xxvii. 6, xxvii. 58 (see 
below). 

In this same verse, xxvi. 58, exitum + ret by 
Mulling* is preserved with Dimma 
ahngr (Lawlor omits hng); bfd 
read _finem rei with EP™ HOLQT Z*. 

So the Diatessaron (arab, not F lat), © 
but not syr S nor pesh. 

A more important thing occurs at xxvi. 70, 
where, at the end of the verse, Mulling* adds 
neque intellego with Dimma b rr, (Hilary); + nec 
novi an, and Anon de Rebapt + nec novi te (d 
wanting, + ovde emotapar D*). 

This is a Syriac reading (syr S and hier [AB 
and Cj]; not pesh) with Greek DA® 1 209, 
expunged by ¢f fi fe fi22 1 q 8 [Diatess arab 
quotes as from Mark]. 

E has the addition (Sabatier and Tisch.; Wordsw. 
neglects it) obtained no doubt from 7. Prof. 

Ss 
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Lawlor does not notice this reading on p. 132, 
one of the most interesting of all. ‘ Neque intellego,’ 
the exact rendering of our “and I don’t under- 
stand what you mean,” so frequently employed 
to gain time in a difficulty, is here put into St. 
Peter’s mouth in this denial. The interesting 
thing to observe is that originating in Syriac and 
Latin it found its way to Africa (Anon. de Rebapt.) 
although not read by African codices;.e and k 
however are both wanting here, and I would point 
out therefore that r, fairly replaces e i here, as 
Anon. de Rebapt. witnesses to the addition. He 
has the addition of te however. Perhaps it all 
originated from the parallel in Mark xiv. 68. The 
Diatessaron (F), combining the three denials, says 
“neque novi eum, nescio quid dicis, non novi hominem 
astum quem dicitis.” But the arabic Diatessaron, 
using Mark apparently, says “Woman, I know 
him not, neither know I even what thou sayest.”’ 

Again xxvii. 24 manus + suas is a Syriac reading 
with EtP™’ H Dimma gat, some Old Latins (d jf, 
92 hr); Lawlor omits ffs 9. h. 

And xxvii. 58 dari for reddi is pure Syriac, with 
DELQR Dimma gat and f 9,hr7r, 5 (Lawlor omits 
g2 1 5, and does not recognize the Syriac). 

There is not much else to notice, except Matt. 
xxvii. 49/50, where is inserted the clause from 
St. John xix. 34, about piercing the Saviour’s 
side, with DEW LQR Wurzburg J Dimma gat r, 
only, with Greek SBCLUI 5 48 67 115 127* 
aeth and syr hier 1/2. 
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But the order here of aqua et sanguis is that of 
the Coptic (with only Greek Y and Latin e at John 
xix. 34), while Mulling with his sympathetic Latins 
here and Dimma (except gat) at Matt. xxvii. 49/50 
have aqua et sanguis; gat holds sanguis et aqua. 

We might also notice amarissime xxvi. 75, with 
DR*LQ Wurzburg J Dimma b fs 92h 7. and 
6 with Hilary again. 

And finally xxvii. 6 the chief conflation, “‘non — 
licet eos mittere in curban, hoc est in oblationem,”’ 
because no Vulgates, not even Dimma, add this 
interpretation, and the Old Latin which substitute 
anything for corban have loculum (b fr). Only 
Hilary uses oblationem; r, the only one to add 
anything, says ‘‘ hoc est in locum.” 

We would point out in passing that what Prof. 
Lawlor regards as a genuine Old Latin section 
here (Matt. xxiv. 12—xxviii. 4) is not much more 
than exists in other parts. And this last confla- 
tion proves it. The long passages he gives are 
certainly not the original Old Latin. There are 
only survivals through it. They have certainly 
been revised. And there is no discovery in recog- 
nizing that the Irish scribes used more than one 
text. It can readily be seen in DQR and E, and 
we can see, with a little trouble, what they used. 
The same applies to L. 

_ Nor, in reprinting the ‘Old Latin’ setts. of 

r, in Appendix A, is it right to begin at Matt. 

vi. 13/14. We have only to consult the jirst 

chapter to see some important things (wide supra). 
s 2 
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In St. Luke Moling is interesting, and although 
still largely with r,, has another element, very 
old, which enters in. Thus dulcidinis viii. 14 is 
new for voluptatibus, almost as if correcting d’s 
suabitate in the singular to the Greek plural; per 
sollicitudinem occurs just above this change, alone 
with syr, and should be carefully noted in this 
connection; amplior vil. 28 is not only apparently 
new (vii. 26 ‘amplius quam’ for ‘ plus quam’ 7 and 
cd EK gat and a ‘amplior’ and ‘amplius’ there) 
but the order is Syriac order. 

v. 36 scindetur appears to be new (scindet d, 
conscindit c). Note also traditor vi: 16, 50, & ef 
jv aur, and note treatment in ix. 3; viii. 47 lateret 
appears new. 

Note the most interesting perhaps of all at 
vill. 3 “ad eum (for e, al or eis) BX EIS QUAE 
HABEBANT”’ with syr cu exactly, not following 7, 
nor any of the others (‘their properties’ syr S, 
‘their substance’ Diatess arab and Latin d). 

[The f/ element, which I am anxious to trace for 
its source, is seen at viii. 17 reveletur, by fr, and 
only ™® Durmach syr, but Moling writes mani- 
festatur, and does not agree; but at vii. 10 qui 
languebat is read by Moling & Q X gat and only f 
of Old Lat.]. 

Moling follows r, and Syriac in Luke iv. 
LL, 620, 363 “wie 25,126, (36); Sete AlGs> Wil 97; 
ix. 18, ete. 

After Luke ix. 55/56 Lawlor’s reprint of Moling 
ceases, but I have added the evidence of » from 
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photographs obtained while this is passing through 

the press. 

A beautiful conflate reading is to be found in 
_Moling at Luke v. 3 alone with r and syr S pesh 
and Diatess arab, “ut adduceret a terra aliquantu- 
lum in altum.°’ 

in altum is read alone by c, while 
aliquantulum is read alone by 6 ¢ ff! 4, 
quantum quantum is read alone by d 

(Wordsworth gives r wrongly here for aliquantulum 

only). 

- Notice how old this conflation is. In dealing with 

conflations it is most important to differentiate 

between old and young. Thus here, it is very 
oid, yet at Matt. xxvii. 6 “ mittere in curbdn, hoc est 

im oblationem,” appears 1x™ century, or due to the 

first scribe of the Moling recension. 

Notice further in Luke the Syriac “ similitudo”’ 
by preference over parabola. On the other hand 
Moling gives obsecro twice with Vulgate against 
rogo of d and oro of ace. 

We resume the & readings. 

xi, 16. qui atclamant (the rest ‘qui clamantes’) 
is rather pretty for & tpood¢wvovrta or 
Tpoapwavovow, conveying both Greek 
and Syriac perfectly. No other Latin 
but a gives the prefix, with /, which 
just begins at this place. 

(d = respondentes). 
§ = clamentes vel vociferantes vel bus but 
misses the prefix. 
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mahat av Greek, rendered olim by Latins. 
But Syriac = then perchance. 

k* writes apparently syryan?? but k** 
forsam. 

Only fq of the Old Latin say ae utique 
(with Gaudent Briz.), while 
d = olim jam 

and S Avit. ‘‘jamdudum.”’ 

k** therefore, it will be seen, gets closer 
to gr-syr than any. 

It is perhaps worthy of note that £ with 
ed and Iren use ad inferos (for ad or 
in infernum) which has actually survived 
mutilation to this day in &. 

dvaravow vas St. Jerome says “et ego 
reficiam vos,” with most Old Latin, but 
avatravy more generally has the mean- 
ing of “rest,” as St. Jerome knew 
perfectly well, for he writes (on Isaiah) 

. et ego vos dabo requiem; hoc enim 
significat avatavow vas.” So k writes 
‘et ego vos requiescere, as f Cypr and 
Tich. who add jfaciam. g, actually con- 
flates ‘et ego reficiam, vos requiescere 
faciam.’ 


[xi. 80. ‘*my yoke is good, ”” bonum says k alone ; 


this is entirely a secondary meaning 
growing out of Greek rather than 
Syriac; the primary meaning being 
present, in all Latins and Syriacs, of 
sweet and pleasant. | 
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xii. 2. & not only omits eis with Greek Syr and 
Sq (quod non licet facere) but omits 
Sabbatis with syr cu and S only [not 
Diatess}. (ff, shortens the clause, prob- 
ably in error, to ecce disc. tui faciunt qui 
non licet, ceasing there). 

xii. 5. Notice the stopping of k here. It must 
be surely a survival of a much earlier 
MS. In places, the stops, when not 
interfered with by mistakes in recopy- 
ing, throw light on some matters. 

xii. 8. I believe the order in k& (found also in R 
alone of Vulgates but with most Old 
Latin) to be probably that also of 7, 
and conforming to Greek and Syriac: 
dominus enim est sabbati filius hominis, 
KupLos ‘yap eoTw Tov caBBarov 6 vios Tou 
avOpwrov, against the Vulgate: 
‘‘dominus enim est (or est enim) filius 
hom. etiam sabbati.” — est p. 

(xii. 12. & adds at end “annon,” so “aut non” 
only ¢ and 7, but this is neither 
Syr nor Greek but a recollection of 
Mark iii. 4 or Luke vi. 9.) 

xii. 16. Syr cu S merely “he rebuked,” pesh 
prohibuit [80 Diatess arab], but D1 Hus. 
efemdn€ev (for éretiunoey and praccepit) 
a very strong expression = almost to 
‘strike them dumb,” rendered by d 
comminatus est; so f ff h. 

Note that & has corripuit. 
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xii. 20. A curious place occurs here; for the 


smoking flax both syr cu and § with pesh 
substitute a smoking or smouldering 
lamp (which is perfectly legitimate). 

The Latins and Greeks do not vary 
from dwov and linum (Dimma omits 
fumigans), but & (with C) having 
LIGNUM substitutes collocavit for the 
extinguet following [not C]. 

The syr is legitimate, but k’s is any- 
thing but legitimate, and yet it does 
not look like anything very recent in 
the forerunner of k. 


xii. 22. Here we have & following the Greek 


xii 


xii 


xil 


against the Syriac and other Latins 
tik which add quidam (+ homo D ?W™ 
LQRW Dimma pz). 


. 25. évOvuznoes occurs only here and in Matt. 


ix. 4. Rendered ix. 4 cogitationes by k 
and the rest (syr cu S wanting there), 
but here by &: praesumptiones. Burkitt 
says ‘“‘when he saw their mind.” 


. 28, Here adcelerauit seems new among Latins 


and rather farther than usual from syr ; 
Greek ¢pface easily bears such a 
meaning, although praevenit of d f 
seems better. ¢0avw clearly indicates 
speed however, no matter how the 
matter be attained in a forehanded 
manner. 


. 29. vincat (pro alligawerit) Greek Syon. I 
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notice Gwilliam uses vinzerit. Is this 


nearer syr than the ‘ bind’ of Burkitt 
for syr cu? There is an endeavour to 
convey the Hebrew root of binding 
into slavery. Hogg translates arab 
Diatessaron “‘ secure himself from that 
valiant man.” 

xii. 34. Here however comes pure Syriac. 
Instead of “for from the abundance 
of the heart the mouth speaketh” 
(Aadkec Greek) the syr cu and S have 
“doth the mouth bring forth.” So k 
emittit alone among Latins and Greeks 
with Cyprian. This conjunction of & 
and Cypr then must be weighed much 
more carefully as to African color, and 
Syriac base [Baethgen here (p. 81 and 
note) confuses things. It is not Cypr 
who witnesses here, but £ and Cypr}. 

xii. 36. Thus vacuum in the next verse but one for 
apyov (a-epyov) and otiosum (d vacum). 
Is this African or does it convey a 
Semitic value ? 

Compare ¢ at xv. 6 (k wanting) 
evacuastis for inritum fecistis (gk nkvpw- 
are). 

-xii. 47. omit the verse & and syr cu S with jf; 
8* BLT 126 225 238 400* but not the 
other usual Syriac-Greek cursives, nor 
arabic Diatessaron. 

xiii. 3, 10, 13. ‘similitudinibus’ k prefers for the 
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Syriac pelata here. Gwilliam in pesh- 


itto renders both words by parables all 
through the Gospels with the Greek, 
while Burkitt prefers ‘parables’ for 
pelata and ‘similitudes’ for the other 
word matla. | 

xiii. 4. conswmpserunt k, Greek xatedayev, but 
most Latins comederunt. Syr S (not ew) 
has “plucked it up”; ef. Aug “colli- 
gent’ [not extant in any Latin MSS. ]. 
Consumpserunt, peculiar to k, seems par- 
ticularly happy. It implies “ plucked 
it up,’ “colligent’? and karedayev. 
One can just see the birds strutting 
about (as pigeons for instance) collect- 
ing, plucking up and devouring. 

Referring to our remark on x. 5/6 that while & 
had trouble here, L was not without it (and L 
= largely 7.) we find, exactly where 7, takes up 
again, xiii. 7 in spinas, that k omits verse 7, which 
is added at foot of the column. e¢ happens to be 
missing from i. ]—xii. 49, this leaf verso beginning 
xiii. 7. Is this all a coincidence ? 

An examination of the Book of Dimma shows 
some very peculiar and close agreement with e in 
places. ) 

Enough has been said, we hope, to lead others 
to continue this side of the study of £, to which 
we cannot give all the attention here that we 
could wish. 


_We will now go back to a consideration of 7. 


Matt. 


Sui? Sy 


xi..15, 


xiii. 16. 


xiii. 18. 


xiii. 22. 


xiii. 23. 


bid. 
xiii. 26. 
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—veror, autem L f,dklqp, autem 
vero Dimma, “Now” syr cu 8, “ Et” 
syr pesh, de gr omn. 

auribus + suis with DP LQR Wurz- 
burg J Dimma bc gh (k peius = suis) 
and gr S&C and copt and syr and arm 
aeth Tren. | 

quae is (pro quia) with LR abch ff, 
fi, and syr cu S and Diatess arab. Most 
vett have qui... quae with Iren. dfk 
7 92 gat » however retain the Greek ore 
with guia or quoniam; e elides part of 
the verse ; g, has quia ... quae. 

autem (pro ergo) PDLQ Wurzburg J 
Dimma pw with e only and syr against 
Greek. No other Old Latin; even 
Juvencus has ergo, as also k and all the 
rest. 

solliciti saeculis Cf. syr cu S and Diatess 
and a sollicitudine of h, sollicitudine of a, 
per sollicitudinem of 6 = syr construc- 
tion against Greek. 

+ et post centum ) = (EJbc ff, q) a syr 

— autem post aliud } against Greek 6 de. 

et (pro porro) = syr. 

crevisset (pro fecisset) Compare syr cu 
and S and Diatess arab “brought forth 
fruit’ against Greek: ‘‘kapmov e7ot- 
naev’’; (d avoids the double crevisset of 
r, by writing “ germinasset ... fructum 
Jecisset’’). 
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- This might be thought to be a mere error of 7, 
but in the same verse it omits e¢ before zizania 
with syr cu S (not Diatessaron nor pesh) DPLQ 
Dimma most Old Latin » and D* 13 fam, 248. 


Matt. 


xiii. 30 init. + sed with DELQR Wurzburg J 
Dimma abe fe Gig h pm Juvencus and 
syr cu § (not Diatessaron nor pesh), no 
Greeks (although a few add ov) and 
not k. 

xiii. 32. inhabitent (pro habitent) with LQ’ ku; 
gr xatacknvovvr. Burkitt “settle in” 
“./skn,” Gwilliam niduletur = syr qm 
and Diatess arab;  Vett all habitent 
except ¢ = maneant. 

xiii. 33. in farina DQR Wurzburg J p» and &. 
See syr cu S (syr cu omits * three 
measures of,” not Diatess). 

[xiii. 36. + tritici et, with the companions D iP” 
QRTW Wurzburg J gat** corp oxon 
Dimma p, appears to have no Greek’ 
or Syriac authority, but it is curious 
to notice T and gat in this company 
without better attestation; Words- 
worth does not mention that abe jf; 
91.2 2 also attest this. Where does it 
come from? Even e¢ indulges in agri 
et zizaniorum (ziz. et agri pesh). Only 
df f, kl q omit.] 

xi. 47..congregat (pro congreganti) with D 
Dimma » and Wurzburg J; see syr cu 
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S and pesh and Diatess. congregauit (as 


Ambr) and Ephr Aug congregat. bf ff. 9 
= collegit ; 4 colliget; Auct Quaest col- 
ligit ; 9, = collexit ; (mut.a); colligat zk. 

xiii. 51. iit. + dixit eis (DEQ Wurzburg J 
Dimma p with many vett and Greeks 
and Syriac; all Syriacs have “ dixit 
eis Jeshua.’’) 

xiii. 55. +ioseph So DE®QR Wurzburg J 
and ab ff, 9, h gat p Suvencus with syr cu 
S [not Diatess arab]. 


(Hiat 7, xiv. 1-xvi. 13.) 

We may again examine & here, extant xiv. 1-17 
(again a coincidence of mutilation in k r, at about 
the same place, £ wanting xiv. 17-xv. 19) and 
xv. 20-36. 

eis also available, and covers the double lacuna 
of k£ " xiv, l7-xv. 19. 

[xiv. 1. opinionem (pro famam) gr. tyv axonv. 
Syr cu § rendered “rumour,” really 
an equivalent of the Greek and Semitic 
‘that which is heard.’ Only d sup- 
ports & with opinionem and ff, has de 
opinione. | 

[xiv. 3. philip is omitted by acde ff, 9, l with & 
and vg and D® Aug. Not by Old 
Syriac. Hence these Latins and D* 
are older than the Old Syriac here. ] 

xiv. 4 jim. + uxorem, that is “it is not lawful 
to thee to have her AS A WIFE.” So syr cu 
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(Burkitt), but the order is as follows: 
“It is not lawful for thee that she 
become for thee the wife.” 

Only & and syr cu S agree here, with 
Ambrose. The survival, however, plus 
an accretion “ fratri tui” exists in f ffi, 


xiv. 8. & = subdocta? for praemonita. White 


suggests submonita***, but the original 
reading is not clear; subdocta would be 
a rare form, but it is suggested by the 
docta of d (against the ordinary Greek 
opposite mpoBiBacbeoa) and fil. ‘ matre 
admonente’ and the Syriac “ taught” or 
EOC fon 

eis wanting; monita ff. 


xiv. 14 infirmos (pro languidos) £; with d f and 


inh, seems nearest to syr. 


xiv. 16. non habent causas ire (for non hab. 


necesse ire) &; causam e. The others 
all use necesse. Cf. syr. p has. irae 
apparently, but is difficult to read. 

[4 is now wanting. | 


xiv. 27. constantes estote (pro habete fiduciam) e 


= gr Yapoare and syr “bono animo 
sitis ’ (Gwill), “Take courage” Burkitt 
as [Togg for Diatess arab; with e agree 
abfiegnhg Omit Dimma, but p 
with vg. 

‘ jidete ergo’ d opposite Pappeure. 


‘But on the whole, e, individually, lacks con- 
currence with the syr. On the one hand, it 
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indulges (xiv. 32) in such a thing as “the wind 
FELL” (caecidit) for cessavit; on the other hand, 
it holds the Greek in several places better than 
some other Latins and the vg. 

In xiv. 36 obsecrabant (so usual in k) takes the 
place of rogabant. | 


Matt. 5 s 
xv. 9. vane (pro sine causa) gr. parnv. Gwill 


= frustra; Burkitt ‘in vain’; so Hogg 
for Diatess arab. Cypr (neglected by 
Von Soden) and the rest ‘ sine causa.’ 


xv. 15. similitudinem ¢ and jf, gr. tapaBoryv; 
but again e¢ holds close to Greek else- 
where, as insensati for dovverou (xv. 16). 

k is extant again at xv. 20. 

(That the influence of syr cu S is not direct on 
the Latins per se, but goes back only to the 
common base, is seen at xv. 27 jin. where all the 
Syriacs and Diatess. arab. add “and live.” This 
no Greeks or Latins do.) 

There is nothing in this section (xv. 20-36, where 
e and k are quite close) that draws near to any of 
the Syriac readings. 

k CHASES DEFINITELY AT xy. 36 (formerly at xvi. 
7), ALTHOUGH ¢@ HOLDS ON. 7, BEGINS AGAIN xvi. 13. 

Between these points ¢ yields nothing much, 
but includes xvi. 3, which syr cu S cut out with F 
(Diatessaron) but not the Arabic Diatess. 

[Baethgen (p. 81) would have ¢ nearer syr cu 
than £; this is not so, nor are his examples parti- 
cularly illuminating. | 
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Y, XVi. 18-xviii. 31 continues: 


xvi. 18. ideo (pro et ego) appears new; the 


xvi. 20. 


omission of guia (also by L Dimma) 
is not countenanced by syr here, but 
is followed by Greek 1 with Kus Chrys 
and Photius. 

imperauit ( pro praecepit) is countenanced 
by most vett (and Dimma alone of 
vulgates), but not by syr cu = 
rebuked (increpauit e) emetysnoev B* D 
(d comminatus est). The other Greeks 
dueorevdato. | | 


ibid. —iesus with O* R(P)abe fo gp 


+gr SBLXTATI ete. and syr. 


xvi. 21. — et seribis syr pesh. 
ibid. resurga (pro resurgere et eyepOnvar). Cf. 


Vi, ole 


syr resurgeret. 


—ilum Eade f,* q p (ef. syr cu and 
Diatess [non pesh] and jf;). 


xvi. 23. et ipse coepit dicere (pro qui) seems to 


ibid. 


RV tne be 


ibid. 


Xvi. 28. 


be a leave-over or reduplication from 
previous verse (c/. jf). 
—ea bis exactly with syr cu (see 
Diatess arab). — ea prim. p. 
nam filius hom. (pro filius enim hom.) 
LR Wurzburg J Dimma; ef. syr. 
jin. Opera sua (pro opus ejus) with some 
vulg. Compare vett, Greek 8* F 1 22 
28, sy”. 
+ quoniam (post vobis) ¢f.bcef fio 
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syr omn and Greek 8 B L 33 138-124-346, 
157 (229) 604. 
(The above chapters contain a number of new 
readings, and one or two alone with E.) 
xvii. 1. duxit with vet and syr. Greek is 
avapepet. 
xvii. 2. — transfiguratus est ante eos. with 
syr cu only (hiat 8S) [Diatess arab = 
“ Jesus changed and became after the 
fashion of another person.”’] 
xvii. 4. — autem (— respondens autem syr cu). 
xvii. 7. —eis withde ff, 9,q and syr pesh and 
Diatessaron arab (not cu). 
xvii. 8. jesum solum with Dimma, Greek and 
Syriac. [But Diatess arab = “and saw 
Jesus as he was.’’] 
xvii. 11. — At (— At respondens syr cu). 
xvii. 12. et (pro sed) with syr pesh and Diatess- 
aron arab [not syr cu §]. 
(ibid. ei (pro ineo) with vett and SDFUT 
Justin, not syr; Diatess arab? ) 
xvii. 14. —anteeum withe/ jf, / Hil and syr. 
xvii. 15. mala torquetur (pro male patitur) with 
R 0b (r) as regards torquetur, and see 
syr 8; (Greek kaxws macyxer Or Kakws 
exe). As regards mala in the plural 
see Burkitt text, and Burkitt note, 
also Diatessaron arab. It is perfectly 
extraordinary that this mala has sur- 
vived here alone. It is not in Dimma 
nor in Mulling. Lawlor however reads 
T 
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XVii. 


XVil. 


XvVil. 


XVil. 


Xvi. 


LW 


19. 


22. 


23. 


24. 
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malue for r,. In the old Syriac ‘“ evil”’ 
is a substantive, while in pesh it is an 
adverb. 

—ero vobiscum usque quo (as I 
understand Abbott’s note, confirmed 
by Lawlor.) Compare shortened clause 
in syr cu and § [not pesh nor Diatess 
arab] where for usque quo or éws more sec. 
loco syr cu 8 substitute et or kar, as does 
Dimma. 

+ ei (post dixerunt), So P™ QR 
Dimma gat p and Syriac. ; 

futurum est enim ut fil. hominis 
tradetur ( 7o fil. hom. tradendus est) 
so EQ R (Dimma p) and most vert, and 
syr, rendering Greek peda. (de fr 
““incipret fil. hom. tradi.’’) 

et post tertium diem with abcngq 
(e), [not followed by the Irish Vulgates] 
with D*, copt, and syr S [not cw nor 
pesh nor Diatess arab). 

accessiarunt exigebant (pro ‘accipie- 
bant’; ‘AapBavorres’).  Exigebant is 
reading of Eabcffiginqr. Burkitt 
renders collect for syr cu S, Gwilliam 
accipiunt ; received Hogg for Diatess. 

[vade ad mare et mitte hamum 
(amum sic)] + in mari. Not followed 
by Irish vulgates nor by Old Latin, but 
the addition is found in syr 8 with Aug. 
Syr S&S however omits ‘to the sea’ in 
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the first place as Aug; not so however 


Ephraem, who retains ‘ to the sea’ and 
adds ‘there’ for ‘in the sea’ later. 
Zeno also appears to prefer in the sea to 
to the sea. [Diatess arab agrees with 
the usual text ‘ go to the sea and cast 
a hook.’ | 

xvii. 1. die (pro hora) with no Vulgates, but 
with all vett (except d flq 8) and syr 
cu 8 and fier [not pesh nor Diatess arab] 
and Greek 1, 33, 604, Evst 24, 31 [no 
uncials] fil. Both readings were 
known to Origen. Juvencus = “ post 
inde.” 

xviii. 2. ihS vocauit [pro advocans Iesus et 
TmpooKaherapevos (6 ts)]. So syromn and 
266 2g, nt. 

wid, puerum (pro parvulum). 
wid. + et (ante statuit) with syr cu 8 and 

pesh and Diatess and vett as above. 

xviii. 3. infantem (pro parvuli) Compare syr cu 
“one of these children” [omit ‘ one of’ 
syr & pesh Diatess and Aphraat). Cf. 
c Ambr Optat puer iste; Aug pusillus 
iste; ¢ infans iste; ff, infans hic; 
Chrys copt arab to maior tovro; Basil 
TO TALoLov. 

Even Jerome (on Isaiah) unus. de 
pueris (elsewhere infans), as Rufinus ; 
while Max Taur says ‘non dixit sicut 
pueri isti, sed sicut puer iste.’ 

T 2 
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ibid. 
Xvili. 5. 


xvii, 7. 


Xvili. 8. 


xvi, 9. 


( ibid. 
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et quicumque (— ergo) with syr hier 
(cod. B) f#, and gr 13; near the syr cu 
S [not pesh] “ For he that” = 9, “ qui- 
cunque enim’’; Greek G alone omits 
ovv among the remaining Greeks with 
syr hier (cod. B) and Diatess arab. 

puer (pro parvulus). 

infantem (pro unum _parvulum). 
Authorities vary as to the expression 
here. unum is omitted by e, Greek 
SXA and some 15 cursives, sah copt 
sy and pesh (syr cu talem unum ex 
his p.; syr pesh similem puero; Lucifer: 
unum puerum talem; Diatess arab 
‘similem hoc puero.’) 

venire (pro ut veniant) with (EK) LR 
[not Dimma nor p] abcd fi firgng 
(mut. r) 8, Greek Mew, and syr S “are 
about to come” [not cu nor pesh]. 
Omit clause Diatess arab. 

venire (pro ingredi) with E abcff,.g,n 
and syr cuS. (Greek eoedewv) (gr 604 
has evoe\ ew for ByOyvar below). 

unum oculum habentem with CMRT 
WP Wurzburg J (E*) Dimma p several 
Oid Latin, syr cu 8, against povodbah- 
pov Greek (luscum Fd). 

venire (pro intrare) with adg,r [Greek 
ecoeh ew and Dj. ) 

+istis qui in me ecredunt (ELQR 
Wurzburg J Dimma bcd Pho five Tp) 


Matt. 


xviii. 11. 


Xvi. 13, 


Xviii. 14. 


xvii. 15. 


fxvail. 17: 


Xvill. 18. 


ibid. 
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and syr cu Diatess arab [not 8, pesh] 
with D*. 

— enim So P%, and syr cu Diatess arab 
[not pesh; omit verse S]. 

— super sec. So syr omn and Diatess 
arab against Greek. 

Even the Old Latins, which have in 
eam in the first place, for super eam, 
repeat ‘‘7n”’ in the second place. 

patrem meum (pro patrem vestrum) 
with R®™ and syr S [not cu pesh nor 
Diatess; ‘the father’ Aphraat.] with 
Greek BF HIT Sal 25 (incl. 13 fam, 
33 157 511 515 etc.), copt arm aeth 
Orig. 

lucratus es (pro lucr. eris) So all Greeks 
and Syriac with Latin PC Q RT Reg 1 
B vii deffinhaqrs (against abcf,n 
aur wand remaining Vulgates, including 
Dimma). 

defer (pro dic) This is new. / has 
referes (so Juvencus understood it). 
The Irish Vulgates do not follow ™, 
yet it appears to be an old reading. ] 

quicumque (iis) pro quaecumque (gk 
doa). So syr, against every other Latin 
and Greek (except Evan 4, Evst 60). 
Diatess arab seems to have “ quaecumque 
ee/equod. — Dimma: -q;-ciig;<. . qciiq; 
Moling <-qeq; . .. (cq; 

caelis (pro caelo prim. [non sec.]). So syr 
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Xviil. 21. 


abid. 


Xviii. 25. 


Xviii. 26. 


Xvili. 28. 


ibid. 


ibid. 


Xviil. 29. 
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against Greek. (The second has been 
corrected in 7, but not the first, for 
caelis bis EP™= Q Dimma; sec. loco L.) 

[—ex vobis cum aff,n and Greek 33, 
not syr]. ) 

ad eum petrus with EW®WoM ee pe 
and vett, with most Greeks and syr. 

Even p* (with ef) follows syr with 
‘Tune accessit (pro accedens) ad eum 
petrus.’ 

dicens ei (dixit +ei R Dimma). So 
syr cu 8 Diatess arab and latt vett. 

+ ejus (post filios) So Rand only h (7?) 
with syr [not Diatess] against Greek. 

—tibi with def,,. syrS [mot cu, pesh 
nor Diatess] and Greek D 604. 

adpraechendiens et (pro tenens) C/. Greek 
and sy. 

+ mihi (post redde) with ef syr omn and 
Diatess, most Greeks (but against 8 B 
DL Ii* 1 33 114 copt aeth Orig Lucif 
and the other Latins). Here is a 
square division between some of the 
usual Syriacising Greeks and the Syriac. 

debeo tibi (pro debes jin.)! . Vult rv, 
prob, debes mihi cum syr cu S et pesh 
[— mihi Diatess]. 

—et omnia So only abdef,hg,8 
of the Latins, but all Syriacs (except 
hier): “and I (also) will pay (thee).”’ 
(— omnia); so also very many Greeks. 
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de novo 7, xviii. 31-xix. 26.) 
Between these limits, there is not 
much special in ¢; e does not have the 
substitution for tortoribus in xviii. 34 
‘that he might be scourged’ of-syr cu 8. 
[‘to the scourgers’ Diatess arab]. 
we find aunt of syr cu S and pesh 
(dicebant) with \eyovow D® (d dicunt) 
against dicentes and Neyovres of the rest. 
Again, 


xix. 4, ‘ But he answered and said to them’ = syr. 


The next verses follow rather far 
from Syriac and mostly close to 
Vulgate. However, at: 


xix. 17. we have an aberration, where e sub- 


stitutes “‘ Father’ for ‘‘God.” “ One 
is good,—God’”’ says the Syriac. e 
says “‘unus est bonus, pater.” Ephraem, 
however, adds, after God ‘the Father 
which is in Heaven,”’ with Clem. hom. 
See Tischendorf’s note, and refer to 
Clem™ and Justin as regards this 
reading. NBDL 1 22 a Orig twice 
and (syr S hier) omit both “God” and 
“Father,” writing simply eis éorw 6 
ayaOos, and “ unus est bonus.” 


xix. 21. omnia tua = syr S hier and Diatess arab 


and Aphraat rather than the Greek 


Ta UTAPKOVTA. 


omnia occurs in EW" LQ W bc f etc., and 


it is a fair assumption that it was the 
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reading of 7,; (omnia bona R Dimma 
and Wurzburg J; omnia bona tua p). 
Syr cu and pesh= merely ‘ thy property ’ 
as d: substantiam tuam. 


xix. 25. ¢ = stupebant et metuebant vehementer 


against the simpler ‘mirabantur valde’ 
of Vulgate. 

The addition is not in syr 8 nor pesh 
but occurs (over an erasure) in syr cu 
with a be d (+ D*") fi 9 n 7 p and 
WLQR Wurzburg J Dimma, against 
the rest of the Latins and all the 
Greeks (but D) and Diatess arab: ** And 
the disciples were wondering at these 
sayings’? (Mark x. 24). 


(Incipit de novo 7, xix. 27.) 


xix. 29. — aut patrem (not followed by Irish 


Vulgates) = syr cu S [not pesh] with 
only 6 ffi..m Hil Paulin Auct de Prom 
d and D*. 

Irenaeus substitutes parentes for 
father and mother with Greek 1] and 
Origen, and Tertullian says ‘ parentes, 
conjuges,’ both merely abbreviating, 
ut vid. Augustine (ep. 157) abbreviates 
further = ‘‘ quicunque dimiserit omnia 
sua.” 


e also substitutes parentes but turns the 


clause upside down wilfully. 


bid. 7, also omits aut uzorem with abe ff. mn 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 265 
Matt. 


-Greek BD 1 and syr 8 hier [not syr cu 
nor pesh]. 

The rest of the verse: ‘centuplum 
accipiet IN SAECULO ISTO et vitam aeter- 
nam possidebit IN FUTURO’ agrees with 
Irenaeus Aug and Eus as a whole, and 
in the latter part with syr cu [not 8, 
pesh]. In the first part Ambr agrees. 
No other Old Latins (nor Irish Vul- 
gates) have either addition, except ¢, 
which agrees in the latter clause. 

[xx. 3. invenit (pro vidit) eipw of D* 245, 
Orig 1/2, 4 b cf,hnr SJuvencus is not 
agreed to by the Syriacs nor Diatess.] 

xx. 6. + horam (post undecimam) so R gat** 
» (apparently alone of Vulgates) with 
ce fq copt arm and all Syriacs and 
Diiatess with all Greeks (except 8 B D L 
11 604 which here oppose the Syriac, 
but have not the company of the 
Graeco-Syriac minuscules except 604). 

ibid. otiosos tota die So exactly syr cu and 
S, against the Greek ohynv tnv ypepav 
dpyot, and against the Latin tota die 
otiosi. The only Vulgate to change 
the order is R with otios: tota die; so 
only hr of the Old Latin. This is not 
seized by Baethgen nor Lewis, although 
it is by Crowfoot and Burkitt. Hogg 
for Diatess says ‘the whole day idle.’ 

xx. 7. ad(proin) Soapparently syrand Diatess 
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emphasizing the Greek accusative eis 
tov dpumedova. A shade of meaning 
seized only by Hilary among all Latin 
MSS. and Fathers. 


xx. 9. autem (pro ergo) with only EQ of all 


Vulgates and Old Latins, retaining the 
Greek (and Syriac: “Now” syr cu; 
“And” syr 8, pesh and Diatess), while 
the Latin ergo is only witnessed to by 
D* 33 and the 69 fam and Auct op imp. 


xx. 15. — aut init. So syr cu and S [not pesh 


nor Diatess] arm and graecc BDLZ 
604 but no Old Latins nor Vulgates 
except d (following his Greek). There 
is a trace however in /f: = ‘ Haud 
non licet,” and a: =.. ut non licet 
(sic apud Bianchini). See syr her; 
codd. BC have aut, while A omits 
non licet. 


wid. mihi facere quod volo+meum. So 


all the Greeks: é rows uous and syr 
( syr cu and Diatess, ‘to do with mine 
own’; syr S ‘with mine own to do’ 
[cf. EQR of the Vulgates, f of the 
Old Latin, Greek vst 44 and arm as 
to order]; syr pesh: ‘faciam de meo’ ; 
Ephr.: ‘in mine own house to do’ 
[cf. de re mea O* » of the Vulgates and 
éff;, also cr ‘de rebus meis’ and gq: 
‘in propriis meis’]), but Vulgate and 
vulgate codices (except E Q.R O*-p 


Matt. 


exe 1% 


( ibid. 


3.4, aera Be 


ibid. 


( ibid. 


[xx. 23. 
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above) omit with bff, 9,21; Lawlor 
prints in eés instead of meum; EQ read 
m meis. 

+ suos = syr and many Vulgates with 
aceg,n and only T Greek and a few 
cursives. 

—secreto (fi) no Greeks, but syr cu 
S omitting, substitute: ‘between himself 
and them’ (cu), ‘between themselves 
and him’ (S) [non pesh]; (acn ‘in via 
seorsum et ait illis’; ‘seorsum in 
via et ait (dixit d) illis’ dh; ‘seorsum 
alloquitur’ Juvencus); seorsum (pro 
secreto) p. ) 

ipse autem (pro qui) = syr pesh and 
Diatess [not cu 8] and vett [not Irish 
Vulgates] (Greek L adds tycovs). 

at illa dixit ei (pro ait illi DIC) So only 
R omitting dic against Greek, but with 
syr cu 8, which omit ‘dic’ or ‘ eure’ as 
well as ‘ut’ or tva and substitute 
Domine with direct narration. No Old 
Latins omit dic, although 6 adds ‘ei.’ 
[ Diatess arab omits the clause. | 

alius (pro unus sec. with ae) appears to 
be without other authority except 
Ambrose ‘alter.’ Male Lewis ‘and the 
other.’ ) 

vel ad (promeam et) supported by abce 
ffi2hmn and some Vulgates with 
Dimma p, and by Greek BL 1 33 sah 
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Orig (compare Mark), is not counten- 


anced by Syriac. ] 

[xx. 23. datum (pro paratum) is also apparently 
a mistake, shared by Z* and a; d 
emphasizes the contrary with prae- 
paratum. | 

xx. 24. ad (pro de) not followed by Irish Vul- 
gates but quite evidently from the 
Syriac ‘contra illos duos fratres’ Gwill 
in syr pesh for de duobus fratribus, and 
so also syr cu and 8S. 

Greek is merely wepi twy dvo adeX., 
apparently without variation. Neither 
Crowfoot nor Baethgen seize the dif- 
ference. I should like to know if 
Evan 28 makes a change. 

The interesting thing about 7, here 
is that (e silentio Abbott) I take it the 
reading is ad duobus fratribus, which 
could not have entered or remained 
in thus by any mistake, but is a relic 
(wonderfully preserved) of the original 
Syriac reading, extremely ancient, 
which has survived revision here, and 
does not appear in the sympathetic 
DELQR, judging by the silence of 
editors. 

(P.S. For r, Lawlor prints “ad 
dul[o]bus fratribus’? = ad dub; fratrib;). 

[xx. 26. In connection with the basic age of the 
r, text, referred to above, note, almost 
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immediately following, in this verse: 


est (pro erit). This is the reading 
only of Greek BD Z sah, and only dm 
of Latins. It is not suddenly incor- 
porated ex Marco, for there only 28 
and some few read eov7., but it is evi- 
dently part of the old underlying text.] 

xx. 28. The long addition is present with so 
many important Old Latins (Words- 
worth has actually forgotten to name 
r, among them, showing in how slight 
esteem the MS. has been held until 
now). 

I leave to others to examine this for 
minor differences from the Latin of 
abecdefien2hmnr HOO Reg 1 
B vii and Reg 1 A xviii, from the 
Greek of D ®, and from the Syriac of 
cu [non § teste Burkitt ; nor Diatessaron), 
and pass on, noting that Dimma and p 
do not add. 

(xx. 29. As bearing upon the stages of revision, 
note saecutae sunt... turbae multae 
in the plural withede fi g.q ROT 
W X* P Chrys Basil copt D*® 301 360 
Evst 6 44 and syr harkl, against the 
mass and syr cu and pesh. Some of 
these it is easy to date, but T we know 
goes back to 250 at least for its base. ) 

(xx. 30. In the same way ‘ super viam’ for ‘ secus 
viam’ is not witnessed to by syr copt, 


270 


Matt. 


xx. 30. 


ibid. 
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or Greek, and only by r (no Vulgates), 
and Jf/ilary. This then came only 
through r, although 7, opposes 7 imme- 
diately after at the end of this verse 
in omitting domine. ) 

“quod lis transut”’ (pro quia lis transiret). 
So bd fi, hq n (mut. a) r and Hilary 
(transiuit p). Gr. ote “Incovs mapaye 
(quoniam Its transit ¢; quod Its tran- 
siret ¢ ff, Jo 5). 

— domine [not followed by Irish Vul- 
gates] with bce ff, hn (mut. a) Greek 
8 D 13-346 [not 69, Tisch. errs] 118 209 
473 and syr cu (S wanting) syr hier *B’ 
[not pesh] arm, against all others and 
the mass of Greeks (with 69-124) 
FT h:.2 § 7 coptic aeth syr pesh and hier 
(codd. A and C), Origen and Optatus. 

—domine is an error apparently (with 
Latin X* and no other authorities) for 
no Greeks omit, nor Syriac, which have 
domine noster. This was a_scribe’s 
mistake, for we find R omitting at 
verse 31, where 7, does not; so do 
Greek Evan 13? 209 Lvst 48.] 

hirusolimam (pleno pro hierosolymis) 
[apparently not shared by Irish Vul- 
gates nor by any Old Latin] must be 
the Syriac equivalent here. 

dé merely transliterate their . Greek 
iepocoAvpa to hierosolyma; a (which we 
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( ibid. 


XXi. 


XXi. 


ibid. 
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claim as a Graeco-Latin) has. hieroso- 
lymis. with the rest (according to Bian- 
chini), but . has hierosolyma, bearing 
out our contention for a; r quietly 

_ leaves out the word; /** has written 
@ over 28; 

in montem (pro ad montem) with E 
and bc ffi..hngr and Greek BC’ 33 
71 es (pro mpos) The Syriac and 
Diatess vary with juzta. ) 

duos ex discipulis suis (pro duos disci- 
pulos) with 2 Hil and syr cu pesh and 
Diatess (S wanting) but no Greeks 
except the syriacizing cursives 13-69 
124-346-556 28 33 157 243; r has 
duos ex discipulis (without swis), and 
some have discipulos + suos, but no 
others ex discipulis. 


. —his apparently Syr against Greek 


(8 has avrov for airwy). So er; the 
other Old Latins vary the construction. 


. et sedebat super eum (pvo et eum 


desuper sedere fecerunt). Cf. the 
simple syr pesh and Diatess and (nearly) 
syr cu (S still wanting). So abcde 
uz (sedit fh 9). 

Greek NIl exaficev, K exabnoe, D 
604 exaOynro; emexafioey others; eme- 
kafiocavy the common text with W&’, 
others, 8 exaficay. Hence Vulg., 1. 2 
copt ‘sedere fecerunt.’ 


Zia CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF 


Matt. 
xxi. 10. univ. civitas dicentes ( pro universa civitas 


dicens) with a } only. Cf. syr... et 
dicebant, or ... et dicunt against Greek 
n Tohus, \éyovca. 

xxi. 11. multi (pro populi; populus AB X°Y) 
seems to be an endeavour to convey 
the syr and the greek (oxhor) in one 
word. Itis read by abce ff,,,.h with 
the support of D® 1 22 with zodd\a. 
Origen reads both ways. 

xxi. 12. This is really a most curious survival. 
For eiciebat, r, reads ieccit ADDING 
1fis, thus using our Lord’s name twice 
in the verse; ‘ And Jesus entered into 
‘the Temple of God, and Jesus cast 
‘out all who were selling and buying 
‘in the Temple, and the tables of the 
‘moneychangers and the seats - of 
‘those selling doves he overturned.’ 

Now syr cu (S not extant) alone, as far as I can 
find out, uses Jesus twice, but instead of putting 
it after ejecit, puts it more properly before the 
third verb, thus: ‘And Jesus entered the Temple 
of God, and put forth from the Temple of God all 
the buyers and the sellers; and Jesus overturned 
the tables of the money changers and the thrones 
of those selling doves’ (omitted by Baethgen). 

Now a few Old Latins (de fq 6 Auct op Imp) 
have evertit earlier in the verse, with the Greeks. 

When 7, placed evertit at the end with the Vulgate 

order, the second ‘Jesus’ had no proper place, 
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veccit (itself a survival, Vulgates = eciciebat) and 
shows its origin. 
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xxi. 13. divit = syr against Greek and Vulgates 
but with most Old Latin (‘ And he was 
teaching and saying’ Diatess). 

xxi, 15. fecit +1hs (not syr cu nor pesh nor 
Vulgates nor Greeks nor Diatess) but 
yet supported by the Graeco-Syriac 
MS. 28 with DEQR Wurzburg J 
Dimma p and most Old Latins and syr 
hier (A BC) +6 kupuos inoovs. Curiously 
enough in this same verse the omission 
of in templo by 7, (not supported by 
Greek, Syr. or Latin) has the counten- 
ance of Origen, who also supports the 
addition of 6 incovs after érounoev [ —in 
templo et dicentes, M alone of Latins], 
So that the whole treatment of the 
verse by 7, is certainly as old as Origen. 

xxi. 16. — quia with X*Z*, with syr cu and 
Diatess (wanting 8, not pesh) only 8 D 
1 44 45 47 122 435 of the Greeks, 
Irenaeus and Old Latins b de ff,.h 
with aeth. 

xxi. 18. transiit (pro revertens) not shared by 
Vulgates but = Syriac cu [pesh and 
Diatess rediret]; Greeks eravayaywv or 
exavaywv (Origen eravaye... emavaywv), 
but D alone zapaywr and Latins a bed 
€ fie h, with Hilary, transiens (f 91.2 9 

U 
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Xxi. 


>a 


XXi. 


ee ey 


revertens with Vulg); not one but 7 
retaining Syriac verb form, not even d. 

19. arwit in this verse for arefacta est, using 
the same expression as in verse 20, as 
both Greek and Syriac (but not Dia- 
tessaron, Which differs); all Latins, 
Vulgate and Old Latins use arefacta est 
in verse 19 except 7, and d (harwit 
[r is missing]. 

21. dixit (pro ait) so Greek and Syriac, only 
cdh of Old Latin; even 8 has ait over 
evrev; but no Vulgates. 

23. — docentem = syr cu, and S (now extant 
again); so also Diatessaron (from 
Luke) [not pesh = ‘dum doceret’ after 
seniores populi] with HR of Vulgates 
and a b ce ff, go hl r (Wordsworth 
neglects 7 and r.) against all Greeks 
(but “ust 44) and against d (with D* 
didackorre) f ff2q 5 and Juvencus *‘Haec 
ubi dicta dedit.’ 

. 24. verbum (pro sermonem) only E of sym- 
pathetic Vulgates with abcef,hqrs 
(against d fj, g1../). Greek doyov. 

ibid. Qicite (pro quem si dixeritis) syr cu 
and § suppress the s?, saying ‘this 
word that ye shall say to me,’ against 
pesh Diatessaron and Greeks = ov éav 
elmyTe prot. 1%, Clearly therefore seems 
to seize the original Syriac against 

Greek; 7 is mutilated but reads ‘q... 


Matt. 


XXi. 


XXi, 
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ards e mihi’ = quod dicite mihi, with a 
qu.. dicite mihi; dicite mihi (— quod 
ceh (— ov D*). 

The difference is old, as 6 with (R p:) 
conflates with “ quod dicite mihi quod 
si dixeritis mihi.” 


27. ths (pro et ipse) So syr cu and pesh 


[not S] (et ipse dominus its hier) with 
only & 572 of the Greeks, and ace 
fish; — etipse afew Latins and that 
great latinizing Greek 243. 


28. + quidam So syr cu S and pesh, hier 


with Greek CE MUA 1 33 and a large 
number, and many Vulgates Dimma p* 
and vett (but not d, which goes with the 
majority of Greek uncials in omitting, 
as also does the Dvatessaron). 


xxi. 29. respondit (pro respondens ait). Compare 


syr cu S ‘He saith’ simply [pesh 
Diatess arab respondit et dixit]; 7, has 
the form of pesh with the omission 
and shorter text of the Old Syriac. 
The Greeks all use the longer form; so 
also the Latins, except 7, which says 
respondens (— ait). 


ibid. (30 apud Wordsw.) ‘penetentia ductus’ 


pro *paen. motus.’ 

Note syr cu S ‘ changed his mind’ and 
pesh resipuit. ‘His soul repented’ Lewis. 
Crowfoot petevonoey [ gr. werapedn bets]. 
ductus is read by d jf, 7 also. 

U2 
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xxi. 30. dixit (pro respondens ait). The order of 
vv. 29 and 30 being involved here, 
perhaps originally r, read this for 
ver. 29 exactly as it stands in syr cu 8. 

N* omits here in ver. 30; see Origen 
[vv. 29/31 are inverted in 7, with 
Greek B, etc. See Tischendorf’s note]. 

xxi. 32. paenetentiam egistis (pro paen. habuistis) 
So fhq Auct op imp. Compare syr cu S 
‘changed your mind,’ pesh resipuistis. 
Crowfoot perevonaare [gr. petrenehn One], 
d * paenituistis.’ 

(ibid. POSTEA is transferred to the end of the 
verse and sentence, changing the sense. 
So only Greek Evan 28 as far as I can see! 
What about that other Graeco-Syriac- 
Latin recension hanging to 28 and r,? 
This is decidedly interesting. One 
Latin MS. and one Greek (or Graeco- 
Syriac) MS. do not conspire to alter an 
important matter of order for a fancy. ) 
It is perhaps worth while to reprint 
the verse entire. Here is Wordsworth’s 
text: ‘‘ Venit enim ad vos Johannes in 
via iustitiae et non credidistis ei pub- 
licani autem et meretrices crediderunt 
el vos autem videntes nec paenitentiam 
habuistis postea ut crederetis ei.” 
Now 7, has the end thus: 
“vos autem videntes nec paenitentiam 
egistis guod credidistis ei postea.” 
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Q (with knowledge of this reading probably) is 
the only Latin to write... ut postea cred. ei for 
-- . postea ut cred. ei. 

The Greek is . . . torepov rod mucredoau avT@, but 

alone 28 = ... Tod moredoa aite vorepov. 

The Syriacs vary, but the Old Syriacs as edited 
do not. seem to convey this, nor the Diatessaron. 
Syr S says .. “ But ye, when ye saw—at the last 

have ye changed your mind that 
ye should believe in him.” 

Syr cu says... “But ye, not even when ye saw 
have ye changed your mind lastly 
that ye should believe him.” 

Matessaron: ‘*And ye, not even when ye saw, 
did ye repent at last, that ye 
might believe in him.” 

So that 7, and 28 seem to stand quite alone. 
However, compare the original Syriac, where the 
adverb afterwards may well belong to the last 
clause. 

Neither Dimma nor Moling show any variation 
from the regular order. 

xxi. 33. et (pro qui) So syr 8 and pesh and hier 
and Diatess arab against Greek oovis, 
with Hilary ; syr cu ‘he planted’ simply. 

xxi. 34. de fructibus suis (jo fructus ejus) So 
pesh Diatess arab and apparently syr $ 
(not cu hier), but all three agreeing in 
mitterent for acciperent the reading is 
doubtless Syriac. The Greek runs 
without variation \aBew tous Kapmovs 
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avtov. Most vett agree here with de 


Jructibus. 

xxi. 35. The Greek runs ov..ov..6v. The syr 
one..one..one. The Latinalium. . 
alium..alium. In 7, the first aliwm 
is replaced by unum (with abef ff, h 
gr Lucifer). In d it is quem.. quem 
..quem..as Gwill. for his peshitto, 
but Hogg for Diatessaron distinguishes 
particularly, reading unum.. alium.. 
alium. 

ibid. lapidauerunt . . occiderunt instead of 
the order occid...lapid... So Ronly 
of Vulgates and all Syriacs (except S) 
and Diatess (against Greek) but with 
abceff,hqr aeth and Iren Cyr Lucif 
(Arnob Tertull). 

[xxi. 37. + unicum (post suum), against syr and 
Greek but with a bce, f (unigenitum), 
tie hm Iren Lucif Ambr (not d gy.¢ 1 
qgvg). This, although against syr by 
the body of Latins, yet preserves the 
Syriac form ‘unicum’ against unigenitum 
(see St. John).] 

[xxi. 39. Note again. here the order, against syr, 
with K abceff,hr Lucif and d, (+ D®) 
this time, and sax posterior, but this is 
from Mk and Lk. | 

xxi. 42. hoe est (pro et est) with DLQR and 
Wurzburg J Dimma p. The syr cu 8 
says ‘‘et est hoc.’ Not so the Greek, 
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nor other Old Latins nor Fathers. 

This is rather a good test place for a 

trifle like this, following the istud (iste 

X* yw), yet clearly preserved for us in 

the Latin r, alone of vett. 

xxi. 44. omit verse 7, with syr 8 (not cu nor pesh 
nor Diatess arab). So also d r (Abbott 
does not indicate this with his usual 
dagger) with abe ff,,. Greek Evan 33 
(Orig) Lren. 

[xxii. 1. —iterum with F*, 

Iterum (7adw) is variously anced by 
Latins and Greeks, but not omitted 
outright by others, nor by Diatess nor 
by syr, which, in the case of cu ‘8, 
heads the verse with it. 

Ll however omits iterum in parabolis eis 
dicens; syr ier A omits kat doxpilets 
0 ‘Inoovs ahw «ize. | 

xxii. 2. simile est (pro ‘simile factum est’) with 
DQRW Dimma p, most vett, and cf. 
Greek and Syr. 

xxii. 4. [paratum (pro paraui). No Vulgates 
nor Old Latin, and Lawlor prints paraui 
against Abbott’s paratum; Mr. de 
Burgh confirms Lawlor. How curious 
that Abbott should have made this mis- 
take, for paratum almost belongs here 
with syr and Diatess arab!] «leg. Dimma. 

ibid. saginata (pro altilia) So most vett 

(although the Vulgates |sympathetic to 
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r, do not follow) and Gwilliam render- 
ing pesh. It is a nice point, for instead 
of ot tavpor pov Kat ta owticta the 
syr cu seems to combine with “my 
fatted oxen” instead of ‘my oxen and 
my fatlings.’ Lucifer renders saginata 
but Aug ‘altilia, adding ‘altilia vero, 
omma saginata,’ which is what Irenaeus 
has in his text, “et omnia saginata 

occisa.’”) Omit clause syr 8. 

xxii. 6. adpraechensus (pro tenuerunt) «Kparn- 
cavres Greek; apprehenderunt only by 
fi and Gwill. for pesh, ‘took hold of,’ 
Burkitt syr cu $3 arripuerunt Tren, 
adpraehensos i, tenentes d. 

xxii. 7. missit exercitum suum et disperdit 
(pro missis exercitibus suis perdidit) 
80 syr (Greek weuas Ta oTpat. avTou 
amwheoev), JLren is with the greek con- 
struction here, but most vett with 
Dimma and DQ Ry and Lucifer with 
the syr, while h alone: with disperdidit 
supports 7, in trying to express with 
force dmwieoev of the many and dveudev 
of the few 1 22 118 209 (Graeco-Syriacs), 
while Origen read avere also, and 
commenting, renews dvaipovar. (see 
Diatess arab). [See remarks on the 
Morgan MS. as to the two words 
among the Latins in re 8.] 

xxii. 8. vocati (pro invitati), avoided deliberately 
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by the Vulgate friends of r,, is found in 
d hr Iren only—(all Greeks xex\npevor)— 
so syr § (syr cu and pesh, translated 
invitati, with most Latins, derive some- 
what obscurely from another word 
signifying to be faithful, hence elect). 
Lewis neglects this point. 

( xxii. 9. exitum (pro exitus) [Lawlor prints ex- 
itum=exiti]; Old syr differs : ‘between 
the highways.’ Dvzatess from Luke. ) 

xxii. 10. + et (ante congregauerunt) so syr and 
Cassiodorus apparently alone among 
Latins and Greeks (from Luke ?). 

ibid. discumbentibus (pro discumbentium) so 
DR Wurzburg J Dimma p* and aegr 
with syr against Greek genitive and all 
other Latins. Jrenaer and Lucifer = 
“a discumbentibus.”’ 

xxii. 13. tollete eum (alligate eum E) manibus 
et pedibus et [ p70 ligatis pedibus eius 
et manibus] — eius. 

So exactly syr cu 8 (with however 
eius twice) *‘ Take hold of him by his 
hands and by his feet,” and so Gwill 
pesh: “ Ligate manus ejus et pedes ejus 
et”? with Diatess arab; so alsoabecde 
fe gr dren Lucif and D® (see Ambr 
Ambrst Vict Tun Hier Aug Auct op Imp). 

xxii. 15. abiarunt (pro abeuntes) 

fecerunt (pro inierunt) }c/. syr. 
verbo (0 sermone) 
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xxii. 16. respicis + in cf. syr (Diatess 

personas (pro pases arab differs). 

xxii. 17. — die ergo nobis.) cf. syr S [not so syr 

videtur tibi + si cu pesh nor Diatess] 

and abde ff. D® and Cyr. 

xxii. 18. nequitias (pro nequitia) = “their 
thoughts” syr cu (so T), but malitiam 
syr S and pesh with d (opposite 
movnpiav); 604 has mavovpyav here. 
Diatess arab ‘their deceit.’ The other 
Vulgates and Old Latins all have 
nequitia, but Hilary says ‘qui INTERNA 
COGITATIONUM secreta cognoscens’ (cog- 
noscens agrees with 7.) and / says: 
‘cognovit autem cogitationes eorum.’ 

e has ‘‘ cum cognovisset autem ihs nequitiam 
corum,” partially agreeing with syr 
construction. Crowfoot renders tas 
evOupnoes, Baethgen tous Siakoyiopous. 

xxii. 20. — et (init.) = syr cu S Diatess and bd e 
tis 92h v2? sah (Pist Soph) with D*® 
[NoT 69 teste Ser (cf. Tisch. who was in 
doubt). ] 

(bid. conscriptio 7, apparently alone. Possibly 
representing original idea of trans- 
lator for emvypadyn, for syr = simpler 
ypapy.) 

xxii. 22. his auditis (pro et audientes). No Vul- 
gates, and no Old Latins except hr = 
his autem auditis. 

Compare syr “et quum audivissent ” 


Matt. 


XXil. 


XX. 


XXil. 


[ xxii. 


xxii, 


25. 


30. 


3l. 


32. 
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(Diatess omits, combining Matt. and 
Luke). | 


- adducat (pro ut ducat) (— ut W against 


Old Latins) omit ut gr and syr; Crow- 
foot €orar % yun ...; Baethgen énvyap- 
Bpevoes 6 adeddgos ... 

primus uxorem duxit et mortuus est 
(pro primus uxore ducta defunctus 
est) So syr (no Vulgates except [R ,»]) 
and h (ff;) only. 

+mortuorum So all syr, including 
ver A BC against Greeks and all Latins 
and Fathers and apparently Diatess; 
Baethgen loses this by translating 
merely év yap ty dvacrace.. 

The omission of mortuorum here seems 
to be a pure error. |] 

—et bis. Not syr cu 8, but agrees with 
pesh *Kgo sum Deus Abraham Deus 
Ischak Deus Jacubi.’ Here 7, is not 
followed by any Vulgates (except 
Dimma, which, be it noted, has not 
been very close to 7, in the last chap- 
ters) nor by the Old Latins, nor by the 
Greeks. The older reading therefore 
seems clearly against pesh and r,, and 
yet, taking the other enormous agree- 
ment with syr cu S into consideration, 
the matter must be weighed carefully. 


‘xxii. 33. eum audissent (pro et audientes) 


[Lawlor cum audisset] So h ff, r only 
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and 6 e¢ ‘cum audirent,’ with syr and 


Diatess against Greek and rest of the 
Latins (a is mutilated). 

xxii. 33. in doctrinam (pro in doctrina) A 
genuine survival, apparently rendering 
‘at his teaching’ with accusative 
(against Greek dative ém rn ddayn) 
but inclined to syr ‘at his teaching’ 
(Gwill = super doctrina ejus). 

xxii. 34. congregati sunt adversus eum (pro 
convenerunt in unum) with A only 
and Hilary. So, perhaps, original 
Syriac. No Vulgates change (but R 
congregauerunt in unum; L convene- 
runt ad eum; Q convenerunt adversus 
eum) and all Greeks say curvnyOynoar 
én. To avto except D = ourynybnoav ér 
avvov with 


b (mut. a) ¢ ff, convenerunt ad eum 80 
d congregati sunt ad eum )syr cu 
e collecti sunt ad eum 8. 


J pe convenerunt in unum ad eum (pesh) 

hr, as above, with Hilary. 

Diatess arab ‘Gathered against him to 
contend with him.’ 

(mut. r congrega ...... ) 

Old syr apparently simply “ad” or 
“versus” (I‘voth). 

xxii. 35 fin. + et diciens So E of Vu'gates (R 

+ dixit) with syr cu S Dhiatess arab 
[not pesh], Greek DF A@'II, 9 other 
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uncials, most cursives and gat bed f 


fi, h 8 arm saz. 
xxii. 36. maximum (pro magnum) So / alone 


with 7,. 

syr cu = the great and first (= Q + et 
primum), 

Diatess arab = greater and has _ prece- 
dence, 


Ephr = the first and great, 

syr 8 omits “and first,” 

Guwill. translates pesh for maximum (more 
properly magnum), 

d has maius as equivalent for peyadn, 

gat = quod est primum mandatum mag- 
num, 

and /Tilary = “Phar. quaerunt quod 
mandatum esset potissimum in Lege”’ ; 

the Greek does not vary from peyadn. 

The syr variations (with / 7.) grew 

out of the lack of superlative, coupled 
with the recollection of verse 38, where 
for maximum, r, aS a matter of fact 
substitutes magnum (with Edhr wp Hil 
only) and properly, as it seems, with 
Greek and syr against all other Latins 
maxrimum. 

xxii. 37. ex (pro in uit.) This is Syriac, although 
syr uses ex all the way through. Origen 
apparently differentiates, with 7, using 
‘ex totis viribus tuis” in the final 
clause (cf. k in Mark); FO Dimma [non 
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lf (with Basil) use ex throughout ; 

e uses ex twice at the beginning, but 

ends with in; ex in the jirst place by 

15 Vulgates headed by A; ew in second. 

place by AE FO X*? Y [Lawlor puts 

this ew in the jirst place for r,]. (¢/f. gat.) 

Xxil. 38. see xxii. 36. 

( xxii.39. tamquam (pro sicut) with Cypr c e (not 
hrand the rest) stronger and better 
than ws, seems to be only part of our 

| African color. ) 

xxii. 43. —in spiritu. No Vulgates nor Old 
Latin, but syr S alone agrees in omit- 
ting [not cu = ‘in the Holy Spirit’ 
with Diatess arab, nor pesh = ‘per 
spiritum ’]. - 

Hwan. 61 Evst 13 20 and Didymus add 
ayww with syr cu and hier**, 

(ibid. r, conflates (with Augustine’s 2/4 dicit) 
giving dicit vocat for vocat (cade) of all 
others. ) 

xxii. 45. + in spu (post David) Not syr except 
hier, but F (Diatessaron) [not Diatess 
arab] and DE ®W™ Q W Wurzburg J 
gat Dimma p*, all doubtless following 
r., and nearly all Old Latins with Hil 
Ambr. 

(xxii. 1. turbis .. discipulis (pro ad turbas .. 

ad discipulos) = gr rows oyxAows .. Tous 

pabytas with syr (old syr = ‘to,’ pesh 
= ‘with’) and d7 6 only. (No other 
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Old Latin or Vulgates.) This is one 
of the little places which carry d r, 
back to a very high Graeco-Syriac 
antiquity.) 

This is followed by this interesting order: 

Xxili. 3. facite et servatae (pro servate et facite) 
with J Rd (facite et custodite) ; [ren 
custodite et facite] and r only and syr 
luer [not Diatess syr cu nor pesh; syr 
omits servate et with &*] and Greek 
BDLZ1 124 209 604 sah copt arm 
aeth Eus (Hil both ways). 

xxiii. 4. super (pro in) with de/, ff, (supra) hq 
(mut. r) = Greek ém and syr “ “al.” 

xxiii. 5. omni(proomnia) So, asit would appear, 
the syr of cu S rather than tavra, but 
the syr expresses it by ‘all whatever’ 
and the pesh ‘all your labour ye labour.’ 

( xxli.8. vocemini (pro vocari) So f r and 
Gwilliam rendering pesh. I only group 
this to show how irr, are met by 
Gwilliam in his endeavour to translate 
the syr imperfect or habitual tense. ) 

xxiii. 8. + xps (post vester) = syr cu and harkl 
(not S nor pesh nor wer nor Diatess) and 
a large body of Greeks; no Latins 
(except » + deus!). 
ibid. nam vos omnes fratres estis (pro omnes 
autem vos fr. estis) So apparently 
Syr S with hr. (— autem Diatess). 


xxiii. 10. — unus So Syr cu and S [not pesh nor 


288 


Matt. 


xxi. 11. 


ibid, 


xxii. 12. 


ibid. 


xxii. 16. 


xxiii. 18. 
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Diatess] with ader and Greek 1 124 
604 Evst 26 Hil. 

+ vult (post qui) So syrcu S and only 
ahr of Latins; no Greeks, but eoTw 
(pro ecru) G and a mixed lot of 
cursives (not 28 157 nor other special 
Graeco-Syriacs, nor Diatess arab). 

in vobis esse (pro est vestrum) = syr cu 
S (and pesh: inter vos [— esse]) and 
ac,e (vobis), hr against Greek vywr. 

et quicumque enim (p70 qui autem) 
= syr cuS§ and hier [quicumque Diatess 
arab]. 

(oorus de gr omn except 1 = dotts ovv), 
quicumque autem d ff, hr, 

omnis qui Lucifer, 

omnis enim //i/. 

humiliat (pro humiliauerit) So W and 
lq(r) only of Old Latins, and syr cu S 
with Lucifer and Lactantius against 
Greek rarewooe. 

debitor est (p70 debet) So DEL MO 
Q R X* Z* Wurzburg J, S Hier. ac, d 
(deuitor est, D® oder) f fi. hr p. 
Compare syr pesh Gwill = reus est. 
Not so syr cu § [shall be condemned 
Diatess arab), sinneth Burkitt for syr S. 

debitor est (again) so DELQRO 
Wurzburg J ac [non d] f fi. 2h (r mut.) p 
syr pesh [shall be condemned Diatess 
arab], sinneth Burkitt for syr 8. 
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ae 
xxi. 20. per altare 


(pro in alt.) 
per eum (pro in eo) 
per omnia 

(pro in omnibus) 

Xxill. 21. per templum 
(pro in templo) 

Xxiil. 22. per caelum 
(pro in caelo) 

per thronum 
(pro in throno) 
per eum (ro in eo) 
[This has nothing to do with the passage above 
at xxili. 16 where the Vulgate (and most Vulg. 
codices) use per templum, for this is to distinguish 

per templum from in auro templi following. As a 

matter of fact 7, here (followed by BDLQR 

Wurzburg J Dimma) gives us in templum, which is 

undoubtedly the Old Latin rendering there, as p 

and all Old Latin MSS. (except ¢ and /) have in 

templum or in templo there, following the Greek, 
and cl may have been accommodated to the 

Vulgate in this place. ] 

[Note from the middle of xxiii. 25 syr cu is 
deficient and only syr S is extant. ] 

xxiii. 25 fin. iniquitate (proinmunditia) So syr pesk 
and Diatess arab (or malitia) with a large 
body of Greeks, but only the authors 
of Opus Imperf and de Promiss among 
Latins; see, however, the other Old 
Latins, who vary among themselves. 

x 


= syr against Greek 
(not followed by 
any of the sym- 
pathetic Vulgates) 
nor by the Old 
Latins except / 
(per altare only), 
and / throughout 
as r,, and as 7 ap- 
parently, which is 
partly mutilated. 


290 CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF 
Matt. 


Xxiiil. 26. — et parapsidis So syr S [not pesh nor 
' Diatess| and a der D® 1 209 604 
Hust 21 Iren Clem (Orig) Tisch ed. Gries- 

bach, but no Vulgates. 

xxiii. 27. simile (pro similes) Difference of a 
single letter, but apparently quite 
important, for syr S pesh do not use 
similes agreeing with ye: ‘ye are like,’ 
‘similes estis,’ but say ‘ye are for 
graves’ or ‘to graves,’ thus justifying 
r. in using symile rather than similes. 

All Greeks mapopomlere, but B1 sépo- 
atere; all of them in one word [except 
Basil Clem 6pouor éore]. 

(xxiii. 28. Abbott does not give any change from 
the usual text hypocrisi et iniquitate, 
but Lawlor ends “fi (and supplies from 
the space) cta simulatione, et iniquitate ”’ 
(with h r?); most vett and pesh agree 
with vg, but 

jf = simulatione et iniq., 

while e¢ = rapina et ing. ) (syr S wicked- 

Diatess arab and Tren ness and tur- 
= malitia et hypoc.) bulence.) 

It is possible therefore that 7, does not go 
exactly with hr here, but re approximate e and 
syr 8.) 

xxiii. 30. + quia (post dicitis) So DELQR and 
Wurzburg J with syr at [not S nor 
Diatess| and abe a hqr (Dimma 
alleq.) 


& 
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xxiii. 31. testimonium peribetis vobis (pro testi- 


monio estis vobismet ipsis) = fhrp 
(92). Cf. syr 8. ‘ye confess that’; 
abe ff, q Auct Op Imp. = test. redditis 
vobis (as Diatess arab). 
e = test. dicites de vobis. 
ibid. oceiderunt prof. (pro prof. occid.) = gr 

and syr order, against all Vulgates 
except Dimma, but with deghqrd 
[not p] Auct Op Imp. 

xxill. 32. adinplete (pro implete) Cf. syr, Cyril 
and some Greeks; cf. ¢ alone of the 
Old Latins, who bothered to express 
it (= adimplebitis). 

As the Curetonian is missing throughout this 
section, it may be well to pay a little more atten- 
tion to the unique readings of 7,, as some of them 
perhaps trace to syr™. 

Thus: 

xxiil. 35. ideo venit super vos omnis justus sanguis 
(pro ut veniat s. v. omn. sang. justus). 
ideo is new, followed by the indicative. 
Hus. (in Luke) says exdeduxntor your ex 

TOU aov EKELVOU TTQAV ALL exyvlev emt TNS 

_ yns ato Tov au., K.T.A. 

A few Greeks (8° C’? M™ 33 13-69-124— 
346-556) say é7ws av, but none, as far 
as I know, ows ovv. 

c, alone of Latins, makes any change 
from ut, having donec, while ff, appar- 
ently has et, as has p. 

x 2 


292 CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF 


Matt, 
syr S and pesh run: “ut veniat super vos 


omnis sanguis justorum.” 
xxiii. 37. sicut (pro quemadmodum) so DE 
and ad hr with syr; (gr ov tpomor) ; 
Tren 1/2 Cypr; Hil Aug (tanquam vel 
sicut) Ambr [Tier also use sicut. [om. 
claus. p*.] 
€ = quomodo, perhaps the best expression. 
(xxill. 39. + quoniam (post vobis) Not so syr 8 
nor pesh nor Diatess arab, 
but + quiaabedf jf, h qr [not p], 
and + or, D®* 1 6 13-69-124-346-556, 
22 237 259. + xe€ copt. 
Tisch. adds ‘ syr“*? Orig and arm (as in 
: Luke). ) 
ibid. videbitis me with syr order, against 
Greek, with not a single Latin MS. but 
d (against his D*). Surely this is a 
curious survival. 
syr = “et egres- 
sus est Jeshua 
ut abiret.”’ 
[Lawlor prints Ht ressus; I do not know 
whether he or Abbott be correct. ] 
ibid. frueturam (pro aedificationes) = struc- 
turam in the singular, with a ff, h r Hil 
and syr against Greek; aedificationem 
BCDEIPQRTW X* Dimma Ff, 
On l pe 
d has fabricas; 6 ¢ q structuras. 
xxiv. 3. —haee Sod only (against his Greek 


xxiv. l. —et init. with C Z* 
+ et (post templo) 
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D and all Greeks) with syr S ? [not pesh 
nor Diatess]. 

ibid. ventus (pro adventus) apparently with 
the simpler syr against tapovovas. 


ies Ar This seems 
. 6. pug 1h ROS } to be African 
bellorum (pro proeliorum) | | 





Cypr de have bella . . bellorum. 

hr have pugnas but proeliorum. 

b has proelia but bellorum. 

ibid. + sed (post bellorum ) so apparently 

— videte ne syr S exactly. 
h r have sed, but include videte with 
the rest [c¢f. Diatess arab “see, be not 
agitated’’ ]. 

xxiv. 7. contra dis (proin) = syr and Greek em 
with a (adversus . . contra), b¢ fh, g 
(contra . . adversus), 7; F has contra 
sec., while E = super, and d = super.. 
supra; ef Cypr Aug Arnob Auct Op Imp 
= super... super; 4 = contra.. super; 
in. . adversus Dimma. 

ibid. — pestilentiae et = syr S and abdeff, 
r [habet h] only among Latins, with 
Hil Arnob and gr. 8 B D E* 102 414 
Evst 13. [Diatess arab substitutes 
‘agitations’ for pestilentiae]: 

xxiv. 9. hodibiles (pyro odio) So apparently syr 
pesh (with Greek pucovpevor) and ded 
Cypr [not hr]; 8 actually has odibiles 
vel exosi; the latter is Gwilliam’s 
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rendering with Diatess arab; syr 8 


= and every man will be hating you. 
(7, omits omnibus with 8*.) 

(xxiv. 10. So here 7, (with r only) goes rather with 

; 8 Arnob, having occident se for odio 
habebunt. ) 

xxiv. 14, per totum orbem (pro in universo orbe 
and gr év ohn TH ovkovpern) With ehr p 
Cypr Hil, possibly from the latitude 
available for rendering syr thus as well 
as ‘in the whole world’ (in toto orbe 

; Dimma). 

(xxiv. 17. — sua with Wurzburg J* abdfrqr? 
D*® and Jren Cypr Hil Tichon Auct 
Op Imp 1/2 but not Syr S nor pesh. 
Possibly syr cu ? ) 

xxiv. 22. non salvasset (pro non fieret salva) 
cf. syr ‘non viveret.’ d= non salvata 
esset. 

This is apparently an original line- 
for-line rendering of syr (and Greek 
ov« av €owOn) rather than the later non 
jieret salva of the rest. Auct de prom 
says non remansisset. 

xxiv. 23. ecce (pro aut) with Ebegq syrS and gr 
61 157 238 Ps-Ath, Auct Op Imp; 

‘aut ecce acy, hr gat Cyr Cypr Ambr syr 
hier ; breviter ff, = ecce hic yps (om. aut 
illic nolite credere). 

xxiv. 27. — et (ult. anteadventus) So DK MQR 
V Z Wurzburg J Dimma (et in vers. 39, 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 295 
Matt. 


non 37) and only ad ff, hq (r?) p Hier 

(Algas) Auct op Imp but with most 

Greeks, syr and Diatess, with copt arm 

Orig. 

xxiv. 28. ubi (pro ubicumque) No Vulgates. 
Only e of Old Latin and Cypr Ambr 
Auct Op Imp with the simpler syr 
(against gr omov ecav; mov eav N*) 
although Gwill. (legitimately enough) 
prefers ubicumque for the same word 
’ayk. 

[xxiv. 31. angulis venti (pro ventis) Not so syr; 
b has angulos caeli. 
r does not agree with r, (as one would 
suppose from Abbott’s dagger) but 
writes angulis ventorum with pw (Mulling) 
and Hilary. [It appears from Lawlor 
that the MS. 7, reads angulis vent 
(Lawlor supplies orum agreeing with 
rp).] ‘The others do not express this 
amplification. It is possible syr cu 
exhibited it ; but probably it comes to 
us through Hilary (though ¢g opposes, 
and b reads as above, very free and 
wrong). | 

xxiv. 32. nata + fuerint So / evidently to express 

more fully the Greek ék¢un and syr 

‘propullulant” (Gwill). The Vulgates 

do not follow (nor Dimma yp) but vett 

are interesting : 

abf,g = nascuntur; nascentur c; 
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d. =germinant; germinaverint ¢; 
fi = procreaverit ; 7 

Hil = fronduerit. 
— in (ante ianuis) so R Dimma and uz. 


syr = ad portam or ad januam; e ad 


januam. 


gr én Bupats § 
fad januis; d ad januas ; 
The others all (including 2 and r) in 


januis, except ff, which indulges in “ in 
verunis”” | 


and g=in limine or on the threshold, 


forceful enough, and beautifully con- 
veying the ‘ad portam’ but without 
other support that I know of. Sabatier 
says some Greeks read ém Ovpas; I do 
not know of any manuscripts, although 
Erasmus and Aldus print thus. 


xxiv. 36, De die autem illa VEL hora (pro ... ET 


hora) appears to be new among Latins 
with b only [not g, nor the rest] and 
gr Evan 33, Evst 63, Didymus and syr 
hier; possibly syr cu (wanting), but not 
syr 8 nor pesh nor Diatess. 


xxiv. 37. — et (ante adventus) So syr and Greek 


NBILUTI 60 122* 515 604 with the 
Latins ¢ d (against D™) 7,2 * qr p 
{not Dimma] and copt arm Clem Orig 
Didym [we omit also at xxiv. 39 with 
QR Z* Dimma), 


zxiv. 38. in diem (pro ad eum diem) So/ (q) »; 
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eand /f, practically agree by shortening 
still further with syr S. 
[xxiv. 39. senserunt (pro cognoverunt) Thus no 
vulgates, and only 4 r mw of the Old 
Latin; 7; has scierunt, hence possibly 
senserunt ; (d nescierunt). Senserunt is 
curious and interesting, for the Semitic 
root covers hearing, perceiving and 
feeling. | 
xxiv. 41. ad molam (pro in mola) So DR Wurz- 
burg J with syr and no Old Latins but 
6, h (ad mola) g and Auct. Op. Imp.; 
ar have molentes omitting in mola, and 
some of the other Old Latins play a 
variation with ev rw pvdwr (instead of 
ev Tw pviw) DH M ete., d (with Victorin.) 
writing in pistrino, while e has in molen- 
dino. 
syr ‘beth’ of course covers both mean- 
ings, but seems responsible for this. 
“xxiv. 42. nescitis qua die vel hora. Diatess arab 
(48 apud Words.) om Mare. This is a conflation (ap- 
pearing in D E ®™ Q R Wurzburg J 
Dimma, but already authorized by e 
aeth and Eus) growing out of the ypepa 
(for dpa) of SB DIA 1 13-69-124 33 
115 238 f ff, Cyr Ath Iren (see Mark 
xiii. 32). 
Syr 8 and pesh have épa with Thdt Orig 
and the rest of the Greeks, Old Latins, 
and copt arm. 
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xxiv. 45. quisnam est fidelis servus (— putas) So 
(46 Word) T,R, Wurzburg J? Dimma, and so most 
vett (cf. Tischendorf’s note) and so 
Gwilliam (syr S mut.) [not Diatess]. 
ibid. (— prudens with D appears to be an 
error, not supported by gr or syr). 
See Hogg’s note on Diatess. 
wid. (— suus has Greek and Latin support, 
but against sy). 
xxiv. 48. (+ ad me jin. with Q, also appears to 
(49 Words.) Jack other support). 
(xxiv.49. incipiet pro coeperit is the older form. 
(50 Words) No Vulgates, but b (mut. a) c, d (in- 
cipiat) ef fi2hqarp (against only 
gy: | 8). 
We only cite it to rank r, and » where 
they belong, among the genuine Old 
Latins. ) 

xxv. 1. similabitur (pro simile erit) [Lawlor 
simulabitur] No Vulgates (not even 
pe), but with dhré Hil. Apparently 
closer to Greek (épowOnoerar) and syr 
verb form. 0 ¢ ff,,, Aug Arnob have 
simile aestimabatur. 

ibid. acciperunt lampades et prodiarunt 
(pro accipientes lamp. suas exierunt) 
So syr and gr 604 (against all other 
Greeks) except that syr has suas with 
all Greeks. So jf r (with suas). So 
beq Aug Auct Op Imp (with suas, 
but venerunt). So d h pw Arnob (with 
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- XXV. 
XXV. 
XXV. 


XXYV. 


XXV. 
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suas, but exierunt). The rest follow 
the Greek \aBovoa. 

[Postscript. r, from Lawlor, has suas, so 
we agree with syr and ff, r]. 


- Sapientes (pro prudentes) gr. dpovipor ; 


syr 8 and pesh use the same word = 
godar. Burkitt and Lewis render wise, 
but Gwill prudentes. Sapientes is found 
only in d (r) (Juvencus). 


. the same, and only d r Juvencus use it. 
. [sapientibus] The Vulgate here changes 


to sapientibus; (prudentibus D* jf, 
Juvenc). 


. [prudentes] so all and r here; only d 


holds sapientes with Aug. 


. — sed quinque (+ autem). — quinque 


Greeks and syr; Diatess arab and.syr = 
“et stultae.” i 
All Vulgates retain guinque, with vett 
(mut. a) bc (mut. e) f gro, | (mut. r) 6. 
But d fi. hg 72 omit; d = stultae ergo ; 
ti 7% stultae autem; jf, fatuae ergo ; 

h sed fatuae; ¢ fatuae autem. 

So Greeks vary between ai yap (SN BCL 
33 copt), at de (Z 157), ai ow D (+d ff, 
above) ; AaBovoa de 1 209. 


ibid. + suis (postlampadibus) with DE ®™ R 


Wurzburg J Dimma and syr and most 
Greeks and Aug Arnob Auct Op Imp 
(but other Vulgates omit with fi.2 91.2 / 
arm and § L 44). 
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xxv. 4. vasis (— suis) lampadibus + suis So 
syr exactly and Diatess arab and only 
hqr of all Latins, with Arnob and 
gr SBDL 1 124 125* 604; 

ffi substitutes secum for the whole 
phrase (as in verse 3, but in verse 3 
has + in vasis after secum). 

The others either have suis twice, or 
only after vasis, and d opposes D*. This 
small point is worth attention as to the 
extraordinarily accurate transmission 
of the basic text of r,, with all its faults. 

(xxv. 5. + dormitauerunt omnes et. So only ji 
‘‘fatuae obdormierunt ”’ [et dormierunt 
E° omits]. Not Greek nor extant 
Syriac. Possibly syr cu. ) 

(xxv. 6. —est. gr. yeyover(B eyevero) Not others. ) 

(xxv. 7. acciperunt (pro ornauerunt) against Greek 
exoopnoayv and syr, and only with 
Dimma behr p. 

Whence this, I wonder, unless from 
another Syriac. 

The others adapt the Graeco-Syriac 
perfectly. Thus /, ¢ composuerunt 
with Auct Op Imp; d aptauerunt with 
Augustine and apparently Diatess arab ; 
““componere’”’ Juvencus. 

Note that b and g oppose each other. 
They derive from the same stem. 

The Vulgates, sympathetic to 7, 
decline to follow (except Dimma pz), 
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5: but the reading acciperunt is fairly old, 
as witnessed to by bch. ) 
xxv. 9. dixerunt (pro dicentes) Cf. syr against 
Greek. | 
(:did. + non, with DELR Wurzburg J Dimma, 
to fill out the sense ; ¢f. Burkitt “ Nay” 

supplied by him in syr S. ) 

(ibid. ad otes (= eos) qui vendunt (pro ad 

vendentes) so (L) Arp only.) 

[zbed. + oleum jin. So only 7; and verse 10 

+ oleum post emere r, apparently quite 
alone. | 

xxv. 11. postea (pro novissime) So only fhy 
and syr (mut. r). 

id. — et with syr S and hier (not pesh nor 

Diatess) J TZ bedffehqarp and 
Greek D H Z. 

xxv. 12. + quod (post vobis) So syr pesh [not S] 
copt and DL (quia Rf ff, h w Mil) be 
Auct Quaest [Lawlor reads guia for 72]. 

xxv. 14. substantiam suam (p70 bona sua) So 
syr (against Greek ra vrapyovra) with d 
Thi hr Mil Tichon. Not followed by 

Vulgates nor » nor other Old Latins. 

xxv. 17. + et (post similiter) So syr pesh and 8? 
Diatess arab with many Greeks and 
DHLQW Dimma vg acdf fia gh 
Lar p Auct Op Imp copt [Lawlor 
prints semilet et (sic)]. 

ibid. + tallenta (post duo) No Vulgates, but 

ed. Auct Op Imp and D*® have the 
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addition, with syr S apparently, though 
mutilated here; not pesh nor Duatess 
nor Greeks, nor / nor 7 nor p. 
(xxv.18. — abiens. No Vulgates, nor syr nor 
Greek (except D 5 36 59) nor fg,h1¢ 5, 
Auct Op Imp, but with abcd (mut. e) 
Diz 7 (habens L pz). ) 
xxv. 19. — vero with gr (syr) and no Latins 
(d = autem with Greeks). 
ibid. tempus (pro temporis) with gr, syr and 
only a few Latins, viz. O* df 7f,Irp 6. 
ibid, — cum Cf. syr “ab,” against greek pera. 
Only #7; agrees, and that most definitely 
with syr = acciperet ab eis instead of 
posuit cum eis. Mrs. Lewis misses this. 
(d = TOLLIT but follows with rationem 
cum eis.) 
hr» here agree with the mass, as do 
sympathetic Vulgates, so probably this 
omission here might be thought to be 
a mistake of ». But Lawlor prints 
“Et CUM possuit rationem eis.” 
Abbott forgot to transfer this cum. 
The place serves, however, to call 
attention to the deep Syriac in 7f,! 
accessit (pro accedens) So syr against 
xxv. 20. | Greek, with #7, however again, and hr p. 
+ et (post acciperat sic) the same. 
ibid. lueratus (pro superlucratus) (Gr exep- 
dnoa. Syr S is mutilated here; pesh 
says lucratus praeter ea. Only Ambrose 
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with P 9,78 give the simple lucratus, 


but #, again shows simpler rendering 
= adquisivi. 

d not only holds superlucratus but: 
D® = érexepdynoa. 

h and p give superlucratus with the 
rest. 

[+ em avrois jin. some Greeks and Origen 

(lucratus sum super ea). | 

(xxv. 21. + tuum et post gaudium appears to be 
new; 22/23 are omitted by homoio- 
teleuton. Syr 8 is mutilated here and 
also wanting. a omits also. [Not 
Diatess nor pesh.)) 

(xxv. 24. sciebam (pro scio) So a ff, h [not 7] 
Auct Op Imp; Gwill. noveram; d cog- 
novi; Juvencus scirem. ) 

[¢bid. — et congregas ubi non sparsisti appar- 
ently alone (— ubi non sparsisti D). 
Syr § still mutilated. ] 

xxv. 25. timui ergo et (pro et timens abii et) 
So syr and Diatess and only r, w (timui 
enim) against Greek foBnOes: (+ ego 
DLQR Dimma.) 

(.xxv. 27. venundari (pro te mittere) (gr Bader). 
fi hr Hil Aug = dare; ff, tradere; 
syr cu and S both wanting; pesh 
= projicere; all Latins mittere or con- 
mittere, including those sympathetic to 
7. Probably syr cu and § here would 
show something approximating dare. ) 
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( xxv. 29. 


( xxv. 30. 


(xxv. 30. 


[xxv. 34. 


( xxv. 34. 
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Compare treatment of this verse, and 
seearetc.and Diatess arab, Old Syriac 
wanting. ) 

nequam (pro inutilem) (gr. dxpe.ov) 
Hogg renders wnprofitable for Diatess 
arab. . 

nequam isread by abc fy .hqrp and 
Auct Op Imp and Juvencus. 

Gwill renders pesh otiosum ; Old Syr 
missing ; Vict Tun = supervacuum. ) 
ieccitur ++ FORAS Q with abcd f,, 
(r wanting) »; foris hg, Vict Tun and 
D* 51 604 Barerar c€w (9, inicite) and 
Diatess arab. Old Syr still missing. ) 
—eius with »** apparently an error 
[but so syr hier], as two errors in xxv. 
32 (not xxv. 31 as Abbott has it) but 
in xxv. 32 eos (pro oves) compare 

Aphraat. | 

ab origine mundi (pro a constitutione 
mundi) So DERed ff, 6 Cypr Lucif 
Aug semel, Opt Gaudent Philastr ; 

ab initio p Aug Cassiod Symmach and 
Aphraates ‘from the beginning.’ Most 
unfortunately syr S is mutilated here, 
but how come 7, and p» to differ here 
so radically? And how come / and / 
and r to cling to a constitutione with 
Dimma? Greek is ao xataBodns, Tren 
‘in sempiternum.’ Diatess arab ‘from 
the foundations’ or ‘ ends.’ ) 
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XkV. Of: 


abid. 


xxv. 40. 


xxv. 41. 
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suscipistis (pro collexistis) No Vulgates, 
but Ar Valerian and Hier ad Tit; (in 
Esai: duxistis me in domum vestram) 

gr. TUVNYAYETE. 

abduxistis Cypr (Testim). 

adduxistis Aug 2/4. 

Gwill for pesh ‘excepistis,’ Burkitt syr 
S ‘gathered’ with the rest, although 
syr word is the same. 

(See also xxv. 38 suscipimus pro collexi- 
mus, and xxv. 43 suscipistis.) ) 

infirmus + eram So syr pesh and 
Aphraat (syr 8 wanting) Ambr 2/3. 

infirmus + fui Dimma f ff, 8 Cypr 1/4. 

infirmatus + sum d Cypr 2/4. 

The rest lack the addition with Greeks. 

dicentes justi (pro justi dicentes) Com- 
pare syr order, the Syriacs eliding 
respondebunt. 

+te aut (post pavimus) So E®™QR 
Dimma (BY) and partially the Old 
Latin with syr pesh and Diatess (mut. 
S) against Greek. 

[ex (pro de)] So syrand QRTW vg ff 
gh lr 8 wp Hil Tich Aug Amobrst. 
Most Old Latins, with Cypr Ambr, 
suppress both de and ez, following the 
Greek genitive é rovrwy, uni horum. 
So also goth. 

—et with LQTZ Dimma ab [not ¢ 
nor the rest] g, Cypr 2/3 Valerian 

24 
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Auct Op Imp and syr § and Diatess 
(not pesh) against Greek. 
(ibid. praeparauit + pater meus (pro praepar- 
atus est). This is not found in our 
‘Old’ Syriac 8 nor in pesh nor in Diatess, 
but appears in the earliest Fathers’ 
writings, as Justin, (Clem Tert) Iren 
Orig Hipp Clem hom, Cypr ter, Hil ter, 
Aug Gaudent Leo magn, Auct de prom, 
with R Dimma abedfioghr p and 
Greek D 1 22. 
Clem” Tert use Deus for pater meus and 
S. Paulin says ‘ Deus patri vestro,’ and 
Avit Vien ‘ Deus Pater.’ ) 
xxv. 42. bibere (pro potum) with QRe fi.n 
h (vr) and syr. Ambr Leo Valerian ; 
d =non potastis me with Cypr Arnob 
Aug 1/2; goth = dragkideduth. 
xxv. 43. nudus + ful = syr (against Greek) 
with ' only and Arnod; 
+eram D Q Wurzburg J Dimma h 
[non r] p» Ambr ter. No others. 
ibid. infirmus + fui = syr (against Greek) 
without any Vulgates following (who 
must have suppressed it in view of the 
above, as R does in both places) and 
without 2 or Dimma or p here, and 
only with Arnob. 
(ibid. venistis ad me pro visitastis me) So Q 
Wurzburg J gat and only ff, and ff, 
(correcting a mistake of ‘ venimus ad 
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te’), g [not b]. Not even A r p join 
here. Only Ambrose (semel) agrees; 
and the Coptic version (which Tisch. 
does not notice) is peculiar, saying: 
“*T was sick and ye visited me not; I 
was in the prison ye came not unto me.” ) 


This old species of conflate carries our reading 


back far, 


although it seems an outgrowth, quite 


arbitrary, of the Greek émeoxefaoe which is 
without variation among Greek MSS. The goth 
clearly gaveisodeduth. 


(xxv. 44, 


(ibid. 


( xxv. 46. 


( ibid. 


( ibid. 


Tune respondent ¢ injusti (pro tunc 
respondebunt ef ipsi). This appears 
new; cf. Aphraat. ‘Then those also on’ 
the left’; and Juvencus: * His damnata 
dehine respondet factio verbis’ ete. ) 

et (pro aut prim.) with jf, only. 

Not any syr as extant apparently, but 
when jf, and 7, are alone together it 
generally traces to syr. ) 

+ tunc (post et) W™ hr; Dp Aug 2/5 
Tune pro et. Not syr nor Greek; 

Aug 3/5 ‘Sic ibunt.’ ) 

+ injusti (post hi) [cf. above xxv. 44]. 
Here we have agreement only with r 
and Auct de prom (+ impii), Juvenc 
(iniqui) ; (¢ncustt may derive from isti 
of some); not syr nor Greek nor other 
Old Latin. ) 

ignem (pro supplicium) with abe ff, 
hr psyr ler B 1/3. Not syr (except 

YZ 
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syr hier B 1/3), nor Greek (= xotaow 
without variation). 

Cf. Aphraat. “ fire and darkness ”’ ; 
ambustionem Cypr Aug ter; 
combustionem Auct de prom; 
poenam dg, Junil; poenas gq; 
‘Aeterna miserum (vel miseri) poend 
fodientur iniqui’ Juvene. ) 

_ This is a place where some ‘color’ is certainly 

supplied ! 

(ibid. vitam perpetuam (pro vitam aeternam) 
rather prettily differentiating between 
ignem aeternum and vitam perpetuam, 
but we find no Latins following 7,, not 
even his friends 7, 4 r nor p. Even 
Juvencus has aeternumque salus. ) 

( xxvi. 5. et (pro ne forte) Appears new. syr S 
mutilated and cu wanting. Probably 
r, meant ‘ut non’ with d. ) 

xxvi. 7. eius (pro ipsius) E* ®™ LQ R Wurz- 
burg J Dimma most vett and wp (syr = 
Jesus). 

(ibid. jin. recumbente + ipso D E* L O Q R* 
X* (P™ Wurzburg J) Dimmaabe(f) 
Brhqrp and D* [not d] Ambr Orig; 
not syr. ) 

xxvi. 8. quod cum vidissent discipuli (pro 
videntes autem disc.; and idSovres Se ot 
pal.) only h[notevenr] Cf. syr. 

(xxvi. 9. —istud So Abbott, and apparently 
only Dimma p. But Lawlor for 7, 
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prints haec (omitting enim), but possibly 
Abbott is right and this 4 stands for 
autem ? ) 

xxvi. 10. quod ut cognovit itis (pro sciens autem 
Its) So abcf,hr (no Vulgates nor p) 
cf. syr (against Greek). 

(xxvi. 12. Ecce enim mittiens (pro mittens enim) 
So u* and compare syrS “Now this 
—that she hath cast...” and pesh 
‘** Haec autem—quae misit .. .”’) 

(cf. A Hil). ) 

xxvi. 13. narrabitur (pro dicetur) Q R h (mut. r) 
fil [not »] (Wordsworth here cites 
r,butnoth.) Cf. syr rather proclaimed ; 
(gr. NadnOynoerar) d = loquetur. 

[xxvi. 15. In this chapter and hereabouts we are 
drifting away from syr. Revision has 
been severe as can be seen here, where 
the Greek, Latin and Syriac “silver ’”’ 
is abandoned for stateris (but so Origen 
in Greek, D®* and abdgqr; also Greek 
1 209 and / ‘stateres argenteos’), while 
at xxvii. 5 we find r, indulging in an 
expression nearer home pvecteis arcad- 
gabuthe for projectis argenteis. | 

[xxvi. 16. Here we have a mistake far removed 
from syr, for r, says “‘quaerebant”’ (with 
X*) they were seeking to betray him, 
instead of Judas was seeking, while syr 
explicitly says ‘“‘he was seeking for 
himself an opportunity.” | 
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xxvi. 16. fin. + eis with R (illis) behq [not p nor 
apparently rv nor the rest] copt arm 
Hus Orig and D® [not followed by d] 
syr hier (A BC) [not syr 8 nor pesh]. 

xxvi.17. + die Many Vulgates and Dimma abf 
hlr?p Tert Hil Juvene with syr § and 
pesh, but no Greeks [nor Vulgates AC 
H* IMT V Y* Z Wurzburg Jed 9, fi.» 
g O}. 

xxvi. 18. ille (pro Jesus) So syr, only Wurzburg J 
of Vulgates and bcd (qui), 5 (ipse) fff 
g,hgr (not Dimma aff, g,!] and most 
Greeks. 

ibid. + eis (post dixit) So syr and Diatess arab 
E(R) abed (against D®) sah copt arm 
aeth and Greeks K MT 13-69-124-346 
and some others [not / /..9,/ nor 

Dimma hqr p 8). 

Yr, is now wanting from 

xxvi. 18 eis ... xxvi. 45 ad discipulos; 
e and k both failing here, let us take h and 

see what it yields: 

xxvi. 24. bonum erat homini illi si non fuisset 
natus (pro bonum erat ei si natus non 
fuisset homo ille, Vulg with Greek 
order). 

Thus 2 with pesh exactly and Diatess, 
also syr § (except that it has 7lli for 
homini uli) and bc ff, Iren Avit Vien 
practically. 

xxvi. 25. ait illi+ itis So A with pesh [not syr S] 
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and DE JLQR Wurzburg J Dimma ~ 
abcfirgrpand Greek 8, Orig. 

xxvi. 26. accipite manducate. Thus /. ‘Take, 
eat’ (— et). So Q only of Vulgates 
with only d 6 and p** of Old Latin 
with syr and all Greeks. 

xxvi.27 + accipite et (ante bibite) So bg, Ambr 
Diatess arab against all gr MSS. Aeyov" 
mute Simply, but Clem Orig 1/2 Cyr 
Epiph have haBere with syr 8 ‘Take’ 
(Burkitt); accipite syr pesh (Gwill) ; 
the Syr. word will bear either meaning, 
as AapBavw in Greek. ‘Take,’ how- 
ever, seems to be more correct in 
English here. 

Neither Jren nor Cypr have it nor 
Dimma df fi.eg2b qr 6 aur p (ac omit 
the whole clause). 

( xxvi. 29. “‘creatura vitis”’ is the rendering of h 
with abcd ff,qr Cyprs; generatione by f 
Iren Orig, but genimine vg all Vul- 
gates, and ffi9,.. Hucher, as Gwill for 
pesh; “ex vitis istius FRUCTU” Hil and 
syr 8; while Juvencus = vitis gustabo 
liquorem, compare Diatess (Arab) ; 
Gr. = yevnwatos or yevv. THs ate)ov. ) 

In Mark (xiv. 25) a has de fructu and 
again in Luke xxii. 18. 

( xxvi. 36. “to the place called geth.” Only a/ go 
with Greek ywpuov and syr; h has agro, 
with L dr p* Hil agrum; villa or villam 
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the others and 4, while praedium occurs 


in bc fq; Juvencus “ gethsamaneida 
rura.”’ 

xxvi. 36. “while I go pray”? (— et) So syr (with 
gr tmpooevSopu) and Labedff,hr? 
q6 Hil orare; R adorare; Q orarem; 
All others have ‘et orem’. 


Yr, begins again xxvi. 45 discipulos suos. 


xxvi. 47. eo (pro ipso) BQRvg € andadf f, 
(illo) 2 (illo) g 86 Hil with gr airov and 
syr against the rest of Vulg codd and 
Dimma b ¢ flo gp hr pe 

( xxvi. 48. tradet (pro tradidit) tradebat F / d. 
But syr S and pesh with Diatess arab 
say traditor Jehuda (gr 6 Se mapadioous), 
all others tradidit. ) 

ibid. + dicit (post eum et ante dedit) This 
seems a relic of syr, which substitutes 
said for saying after signum, although 
r, here retains dicens. 

xxvi. 49. accessit (pro accedens) + et post 
Iesum. So syr and Diatess (against 
Greek) with only a against all the rest, 
Vulgates and Old Latin, including hr p. 

(xxvi. 50. cui dixit iis (pro dixitque illi Iesus) 
So gat ff, h (r?) w only, not agreeing 
with syr “ But Jesus (+ himself pesh) 
said to him” nor Greek o S€ *Inaovs 
elev auto. ) 


(ibid. + fac (post venisti) is a gloss with 
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DQ Dimma; not present in Greek 


(ef’ 0 wape:) nor in syr. ) 

(bid. r, falls into line, wrongfully, with all 
Latins (including d 8 A r p), reading 
amice for Greek ératpe, correctly retained 
by Syriac 8 and pesh [although Diates- 
saron (arab and lat F) with Ephraem 
read amice]. Syr S Lewis interpr. 
‘friend.’ ) 

xxvi. 51. percussit .. et (ro percutiens) so 
syr (against Greek) with EO PQR 
X*Z Wurzburg J most vett and D® 
Lucifer. 

ibid. et abscidit (pro amputauit) This with 
R /r only (not the rest, including p: 
amputauit) seems to be a half-way 
house between amputauit and abstulit 
of syr with d only; gr ager. (The 
Semitic root is of bearing a weight; 
he ‘‘ heaved it off” ; so Greek also has 
no reference to cutting, and syr = 
Greek perfectly.) 

[xxvi. 53. putatis (pro putas) alone with fr and 
Jerome on Isaiah against all gr and 
syr. | 

[ibid. — quia non, again alone with r as 
regards guia, although r has non 
(Abbott’s dagger to the contrary not- 
withstanding). ] 

[ibid. + me modo (post possum) with Oros 
and a b ff, hq (r) (all however posse) j.] 
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xxvi. 55. ad turbas (pro turbis; tous dxdous gr). 
So gat hr p*, a (ad turbam) and sy. 
( ibid. venistis (pro existis) with BD EW®™L 
(R) Wurzburg J gatabed figohqr 
pand D*® 7\Gare instead of &e&hOate, 
but syr conveys the Greek é&\Oare. ) 
[ibid. eram (pro sedebam) only 7 again but 
with F (Diatess lat) from Mark xiv. 49, 
against gr and syr and all other 
Latins, but syr = “ sitting was [”’ ; it 
almost looks as if 7 and 7, meant 
““eram sedens”; cf. Diatess arab = 
‘“‘ Daily was I with you in the temple 
sitting teaching.” T 
ibid. tenuistis me with syr and Greek order 
and only Dadré. Thisagain proves 
derivation from Graeco-Latin for a r 
v2, and doubtless original was Graeco- 
syr-lat. 
xxvi. 56. + ejus EQR* Wurzburg J gat ahn 
G7 Burkitt) 7 p* and syr 8 [not pesh nor Diatess] 
sah aeth and only gr B 80 142** 157 
al. pauc. against all other Greeks. 
(xxvi. 57. perduxerunt eum (pro duxerunt) So 
ti» wr (— eum). (adduxerunt R 4; 
dux. + eum EQc); and syr S (Bur- 
kitt) “carried him along,” but plain 





{ This will bear some investigation. Here we are exactly 
with the Latin Diatessaron alone (which drew from Mark), while 
syr 8 differs and itself does not agree with Diatess arab, which 
combines Matt. and Mark. 
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duxerunt eum pesh (Guwill). The Syriac 
words are the same, but S in intensive 
form. Gr arnyayov. 

+ avtov 238 243 604 sah copt. 

aid. in quo (pro ubi) Absolutely alone as 
far as I can see among Old Latins. 
Gr. orov, but syr S conveys “the 
place in which,” hence perhaps this 
strange “‘in guo”’ of 7r.. 

Pesh uses a different word (= ub) from 
syr 8. Burkitt and Lewis translate 
the latter where, but thereby miss 
this differentiation between “ where” 
and ‘‘a place where.’ The Vulgates 
KM V X* Z also use guo for ubi, not 
in quo. 

xxvi. 58. exitum (pro finem) gr To tedos. Cf. 
syr and Diatess arab and other Latins. 
( xxvi. 58/61. Hereabouts we are not with syr, 
going with r however, and sometimes 
alone. ) 
( xxvi. 61. audivimus hunc dixise (pro hic dixit). 
Not syr, but with bed/f fi, hr wand 
D*, Cf. Diatess arab. ) 
ibid. + hoe (post dei) we have, with DE 
P™ QR Dimma bed f,hr? p, a con- 
flate reading of syr S and pesh, the 
former reading this temple, the latter 
the temple of God, while we read this 
temple of God, with Diatess arab. Note 
however Wurzburg J elides dev and 
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reads with syr 8, possibly also 7, and 


Greek C’. 

xxvi. 61. in (pro post) Soag only with syr, against 
Diatess (arab) and against Greek d:a. 

[xxvi. 62. The large part of verse 63 adjuro ete. 
incorporated here, while present again 
in the next verse, is simply a mistake 
of the last copyist of the text of 7. 
It is not found in the sympathetic 
Vulgates nor in other Latin, Greek 

2 or Syriac MSS.] 

xxvi. 63. respondiens principes (pro et princeps) 
Soabedf fr, hqr & p sah arm, 
corresponding to syr “ Et respondit 
princeps”’ and most Greeks, although 
XN BGLZ fam 1, fam 13, 33 omit with 
th 1.2 l copt aeth Orig Cyr. 

(ibid. + vivi fin. post dei) with Diatess arab, is 
not shared by syr, nor Greek (except 
C* NA! with copt) nor Hil Amér, 
while of the Latins, although the 
Vulgates C D Q R [not Dimma] T fol- 
low, only ff, of Old Latin agrees, not 
even rnorp. This then belongs only 
to 7, (= DQ RB) and CT, who alone 
witness independently, with syr hier 
but only codex C, and Duatess arab. ) 

xxvi. 65. opus vobis (pro egemus testibus) cf. 
Burkitt syr S: ‘why yet is there re- 
quired for us witnesses,’ Lewis: ‘what 
need have we again of witnesses,’ and 
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Gwill pesh: ‘nobis necessarii testes.’ 
For gr ypevav exouev. But Diatess arab 
‘why should we seek now witnesses”’ ; 


SYyr = cot xpevav Huw or ‘ exists a need 


for us’; vobis in r,is an error for nobis. 


wid. + ejus jin. SODEQR* Of fi 92 ¢ 8 gat 


arm aeth goth sax Orig and many 
Greeks with peshitto and syr hier. 
Greek SB DLZ with most Vulgates 
and Dimma acffighlp vg copt omit, 
but syr S and Diatess (arab) say: “ye 
have heard FROM HIS MOUTH the 
blasphemy’; dr are mutilated. 


xxvi. 66. responderunt OMNES dixerunt. So F 


(Diatessaron and arab) and probably 
syr § (illegible) but not pesh. The 
other Vulgates do not join, but gat b 
c(dmut.; D®™ has wavtes) hr? w* do so, 
with a (universi) and Juvencus (omnes). 


Only D of Greeks has the addition. 


xxvi. 69. dixit ei (pro dicens) So EAr (- ei), 


xxvi. 70 fin. 


and p* only dixit il with syr S and 
pesh against Greek. (ad are muti- 
lated). dicens“™ tu sic n. 

+ neque intellego So E (Words- 
worth neglects this witness here) 
Dimma and br»; and an + nec novi 
with syr S and hier (ABC) (mut. d, 
but D* + ovde emorapar), Anon de 
Rebapt neque novi te; fil alludens 
«« Ait non se intelligere quid diceret.” 
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The peshitto does not recognize the 
addition nor other Greeks. Cf. Mark 
xiv. 68 which is what the Diatessaron 
uses (both F Jat and arab). 

xxvi. 71. + ad (ante januam) So H (in) and an, 
6 (in) and gr and syr. 

(ibid. Galilio (pronazareno) appears new and 
a recollection of Luke xxii. 59. ) 

xxvi. 72. diciens (pro quia) So R* (a few and 
Dimma hr have dicens + quia, and p 
diait + quia) and bef ff, ., and Diatess 
arab dixit et. 

Syrr suppress both dixit and quia. 

( xxvi. 73. ministrabant (pro stabant) apparently 
an error from the original ib: stabant, 
so EQ X* hr.) 

(xxvi.74. devotare + sé (pro detestari) So abe 
f2q; devotare without se is found in 
E and hr, but the addition of se is 
clearly proper and classical = to take 
an oath. It seems also to convey 
the Greek and the Syriac root, the 
latter conveying the idea to grow, 
hence ‘to grow hot’ about some- 
thing. ) 

(xxvii. 1. fecerunt (pro inierunt) So BLO* QR 
Wurzburg J Dimma ac (hiat d lat) f 
(mut. nr) p* and D*® exomaav. Acce- 
perunt 6 ff, ¢q 5 Orig™, and the others 
ti: 92 vg inierunt (/ inie(ce)runt) 
with Greek ehaBov. syr = took. ) 
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Compare Mark xv. 1 and Diatessaron arab “ and 
made a plot, and they took counsel.” This arises 
from the facto in mane autem facto being confused 
with consilium, thus ff, ““mane autem cum factum 
esset consilium acceperunt omnes principis sacer- 
dotum... See the other Old Latin; it really 
looks as if the Diatessaron had here been preceded 
and influenced by the Latin, rather than the 
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xxvii. 1. — omnes only J of Vulgates and syr 
hier cod B (no Old Latins nor Greeks 
apparently). 

xxvii. 4. + quod (post peccavi) No Vulgates, 
but with a dc [not d] f, [not f fig, l 
Cypr|)h qr p* [not 6] copt and with 
syr against Greek wapasovs. 

(xxvii. 5. arcadgabuthe (pro argenteis) see 
above, xxvi. 15. ) 

ibid. abit et (pro abiens) with most Old 
Latins = syr = “he departed and he 
went, hanged himself.’ F (Latin 
Diatessaron) omits et before abiens = 
‘“recessit abiens laqueo se suspendit.”’ 
Diatess arab ‘and departed and went 
away and hanged himself,” but cod. 
Borg. omits ‘and went away’ (see 

syr hier). 

xxvii. 6 imt.+Tune (— autem) with LQR 
Wurzburg J Dimmabef frhrp*. Cf. 
syr 8 “ Now.” 

(ibid. princeps (pro principes) HQ and a 
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XXvil._ 6. 


( ibid. 


(axwiled7: 


XXvii. 9. 


[xxvals. 9; 


( wid. 
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only against gr and syr. This is not 
an error, for it is followed by: 

dixit (pro dixerunt) in 7”, while Qa 
have [dixerunt, H dixunt]. ) 

+ hoc est in locum (post corban) No 
Vulgates nor Greek. 0c ff, substitute 
in loculum for in corban. 

p* however conflates with r, writing 
+ hoc est in oblationem. ) 

accepto (pro inito) So Dimma abd f 
[not 7: 91] #2 ¢ [not J]; facto cr p*. 

syr ‘et ceperunt consilium.’ ) 

quod dictum erat (pro quod dictum 
est) So syr, but no other Latins cared 
to emphasize this (gr ro pybev); 8 
suppresses est altogether. 

Abbott does not distinguish between 
the first and second est (but from 
Lawlor it is the second est which is 
changed). 

— appretiati No Latins apparently 
omit with r, except g, (a writes 
aestimatt) ; ris mutilated. The rest all 
have it, including »d 5, as do the 
Greeks rov tetyunuevov, emphasized 
by syr “of the dear one” (Burkitt syr 
S), ‘“‘illius pretiosi” (Gwill. pesh).] 
Whence this omission by 7,? It is 
true it is followed by: : 

quod (pro quem) for ov, which the syr 
has not expressed definitively as to 


Matt. 


[(ibid. 


( xxvii. 11. 


xxvii. 12. 


xxvii. 14. 


ibid. 
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gender, although Burkitt and Gwill. 
both render guod. EQ also render 
quod (so they probably supplied ap- 
pretiati above when consulting r,) and 
bef f2nhg w* [not Dimma a ff, § p** ; 
rd wanting].) Omit Diatess arab. 

—a (ante filiis) So R*T* f p*. 
No other Old Latins. filii (pro a 
filiis) CDW" LQ T° Wurzburg J 
Dimma gh. gramo viev (d=de filiis). 

Syr expresses in the same way as 

Greek azo.)| (Lawlor prints /filius.) 

— dicens So R* and no other Latins, 
Greeks or Syriacs. Hilary alone sup- 
ports (libere). ) 

respondebat (pro respondit) So EQR. 
(Greek azexpwarto), but amexpwero D* 
Orig? (Orig respondebat) Fb fi, harp 
and syr 8S. Diatess arab? 

ullum verbum (— ad) So T* Dimma 
abedf fio gchar p* [18 with vg] 
‘But he gave no answer to him” syr 
S and so pesh and Diatess F; ‘He 
answered not a word’ Diatess arab, 

ita (— ut) So apparently syr (Burkitt 
for S: ‘and exceedingly was the 
governor wondering’; Gwill. for pesi: 
‘et propterea admiratus est valde’ ; 
Diatess arab ‘and Pilate marvelled at 
that.’ Greek is ore; no Vulgates 
omit ut, nor Old Latins unless per- 

Z 
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xxvii. 16. 


xxvin lly: 


Se Vit, ls 


[xxvil. 22, 
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haps r which, though mutilated, 
would barely contain both ita and 
ut. (Such things as this might be 
passed over but for the other col- 
lateral proofs.) 

—tune So EQZ* only dcfi,hr and 
syr against all Greeks. 

congregati sunt autem (pro congre- 
gatis illis) Cf. Gwill ‘quumque essent 
congregati’ and syr S, against the 
Greek genitive absolute ; 

(autem pro ergo Rabedf [not fil) thm 
har [omit » and Greek 13 243 syr 
lier] but retaining ablative absolute). 

All other Greeks have ody, as has F 
(Diatessaron) ergo, but Diatess arab 
agrees with vett Latins and syr. 

dimittam + vobis (pro dimitti) No 
Vulgates, but several Old Latins and 
syr place vobis nearer to or at the end 
of the verse; so » exactly, suppress- 
ing the first vobis. 

faciemus (pro faciam) So E Wurzburg 
J abe [d faciem] fihgrp** Orig 
acta Pil. and D® zomowpev with 
Juvencus (consuluit praeses populum 
quid vellet Iesu) against syr and 
Diatess arab.] 


ibid. — de So syr (and pesh: Et Jeshua qui 


vocatur Christus quid faciam ipsi) 
and gr with many Old Latins. 
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xxvii. 23. — dicentes So abrp** of Latins, and 
Greek K 1 and a few cursives and 
sah, not syr.] 

xxvii. 24. hujus justi (pyro justi hujus) So the 
much later W only, with only fA 5. 

This is exceedingly interesting, for 
Ep* abd fr? suppress justi with 
Greek BD Orig Chrys Ps-Ath, as 
does syr S: “I am innocent of this 
blood.” 

Diatess arab says: ‘‘I am innocent 
of the blood of this innocent (man).” 

Probably 7, originally had ‘I am 
innocent of this blood’ and justi was” 
added afterwards. The body of 
Greeks who add, vary between ov 
OuKatov TOUTOUV, and TOUVTOV TOV OuKavov 
(the latter by AA, with fh copt arm 
aeth). Cypr (Auctor c. Jud), not men- 
tioned by Von Soden, also reads with 
Syriac and Eabdpu* gr BD as above. 

Juvencus writes somewhat ob- 
scurely : 

. increpitans se libera sanguine ab hujus 

Corda tenere silt... 

( xxvii. 25. filios vestros (pro filios nostros) an 
error shared by Q not noted by 
Abbott. ) 

xxvii. 26. flagillis cesum ‘So FJ - Mark) 
and abec,d (flagris caesum), f,hgr 
[not Dimma f fig: » 8; omit /] and 

Z 2 
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much nearer sy and Diatess arab than 


gr dpayeddwoas and Latin flagellatum 
here; Greek in Mark xv. 15 is the 
same. 3 

xxvii. 27. duxerunt eum (prosuscipientes Iesum). 
eum is probably a mistake as pr have 
duxerunt iim with syr against Greek 
(7apadaBovres Tov tncovr). 

Suscipierunt D R, evidently “ac- 
commodating,” but so also ade [not 7, 
hg,t nor d 6 = suscipientes following 
Greek] fg, all susceperunt. Dimma 
has rewritten suscipientes. 

ibid. in praetorium et (proin praetorio) So 
syr, graec, and DE dép (mut.r) only 
of Latins. 

xxvii. 28. cum spoliassent eum (pro et exuentes 
eum) = syr pesh, against Greek parti- 
ciple exdvoavres [but Chrys cat evedvoav 
etc. and abe ff. q et induerunt, while 
fh ‘et exuentes eum, induerunt’]. I 
cannot find a relic of spoliassent in 
our Latin codices, but Orig (int) says 
‘et expoliaverunt eum vestimenta... et 
induerunt ...’ (7, again ver. 31 spolia- 
uerunt. there with h). SyrS merely 
“And they clothed him ete.” but 
Diatessaron (arab, not F lat) exactly 
with pesh “‘and they stripped him 
and put on him a scarlet cloak.” 

ibid. + vestiarunt tonicam purpuream et (ante 
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clamidem cociniam cum dederunt ei 


sic) So ry. 

syr S “And they clothed him in 
garments of scarlet and purple.” 

See Tisch. at this place and 

8° BD 157 abeff,h Orig. 

xxvil. 29. et coronam de spinis texerunt et 
(pro et plectentes coronam de spinis) 
So syr and Diatess arab against Greek. 
Where vett have plectentes (torquentes 
d) it is in participle form [abcfp,hg 
Orig do not plait the crown at all]. 
No other Latin MS. agrees with the 
texerunt of vr, It will be interesting 
to find another. 
ibid. ad genu flexu (pro et genu flexu) (gr 
yovurrernoavtes) cf. syr ‘and they knelt 
on their knees.’ 

This may be a survival of adgenicu- 
lantes of abed ffrq. 

(Procidentes ad pedes ejus /) but 
hr ‘et genu posito’; very few (but 
among them p) with vg, ‘et genu flexu.’ 

ibid. deludentes + eum (pro inludebant) So 
D vg + ei with syr, most Greeks and 
vett latt [although not b fi gel rp 
(adorabant p*)], but these all use the 
imperfect. 
xxvii. 30. expuerunt in faciam ejus (pro et 
expuentes in eum) [the rest in 7: + 
accipiarunt in faciem ejus is an error]. 
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So syr S and pesh, syr hier B [not 
A C] Diatess arab and a (expuebant in 
faciem ejus), 7 and p*; 

b and J gat have in faciem ejus with 
participle form expuentes ; 

(h ‘“expuebant in eum” without 
faciem ;) | 

(cdf fie g.2q with vg. vulg. codd. 
and F omitting in faciem). 

[Zisch. has no note on this verse. ] 
There is an interesting trifle con- 
nected with this, showing relation of 
r to 7, in spots: for 7, has faciam for 
faciem in error; 7 has faciaem thus. 


xxvii. 31. et spoliauerunt (pro exuerunt) (See 


above for the word at ver. 28.) So 
h only [not ry nor p]. The word—at 
first sight, more Caesarian than Cice- 
ronian—is found to belong rather to 
the latter than the former. Con- 
struction is with syr and Greek 
majority against Greek participle of 
8 L333, and the word itself favors the 
syr, which is quite as strong as or 
stronger than the Greek. 


(ibid. vestimente sua (pro vestimentis ejus) 


= To inatioyv avtov. I find no trace of 
this in Greek and Latin. I expect 
this is simply “‘ vestimenta sua” of 
dh. (KE witnesses to vestimenta ejus). ) 


(bid. et duxerunt eum ut crucifigeretur (cruci- 
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Matt. 
Jigeretur, not crucifigerent, is the read- . 


ing of LQ R Dimma) is omitted, and 
ut crucifigeretur transferred to a strange 
place before induerunt. I do not 
know how this occurred; the other 
sympathetic codices refuse to follow, 
and any authority for this is unknown 
to me; syr cu, which might do such a 
thing, is missing. The intention is 
evidently full of deliberate purpose, 
meaning ‘‘and after they had mocked 
him, they spoiled (or stripped) him of the 
chlaniys in order to crucify him, (then) 
put on his own robe (again).” 

XXviil. 32. —ejus jin. “the cross” simply. I 
know of only F (Diatess) who does 
this, with Diatess arab, but we are 
not following them, for we omit ‘the 
father of Alexander and Rufus’ 
present in the Diatessarons (from 
Mark). Nor do the Latins, in Mark, 
omit ejus. | 

In St. Luke again, although eus is 
suppressed, the construction, in both 
Greek and Latin, is different: et im- 
posuerunt ili crucem portare post Lesum ; 
In St. John again, we read “et 
baiulans (or portans, ferens, gestans) 
sibi crucem, exivit.” 

Yet in the following verse, a slight 
key is offered, for: 
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Matt. 
xxvii. 33. et venit for et venerunt is what we are 


invited to read, asif it might be from 
John (see also exivit or ET exivit of 
some, pervenit acn, et venit fr). The 
Greek kat eh\Movres. Here all Latins 
(except df 5 Auct de Prom) prefer the 
syr “and they came.” 

xxvii. 34. bibere vinum (pro vinum bibere) So 
EQ abdvr with Greek and Syriac 
order, against Latin. 

jf and g 6 have the order, but with pesh 
give bibere acetum; ff. bibere alone. 

(syr S has: bibere vinum mixtum cum 
mytrha, 

pesh has: bibere acetum quod mixtum 
cum felle, 

Diatess F has: vinum murratum bibere 
cum felle mixtum, 

Diatess arab has: bibere vinum et 
myrrham et acetum quod mixtum 
erat cum myrrha.) 

xxvii. 35. miserunt sortes (p70 sortem mittentes). 
This, with sortem, is the reading of 
most Vulgates, vett ; and some Greeks 
A 1 etc. have the quotation from the 
O.T., repeating there €Badov ydypor, 
but none have the plural idea of sortes 
except syr S as expressed by Bur- 
kitt, but literally “they lotted,” not 
followed by cognate accusative and 
Diatess arab apparently (where Diatess 
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distinguishes between casting lots and 
casting a lot) while fg, and lux have 
sorte mittentes. 
Gwill. gives pesh as “‘ dispertiverunt vesti- 
menta ejus forte.” 
Juvencus: ‘‘ Intactamque dedit tunicam 
sub sorte per omnes.” 
But compare St. John xix. 24 (where syr cu and 
S are both missing) sortiamur sorte .. et impleta est 
scriptura .. et super vestem meam jecerunt sortem 
(Gwill pesh) practically agreeing with the Diatess 
arab and conveying in the first place the Semitic 
idea of “‘to lot” or ‘to lot by lot’’; hence the 
plural might be fairly used by the Latins at this. 
place if they wished to in the first instance, while 
‘they threw down the lot’ corresponds to Psa. 


Matt. 
xxvii. 36. servavearunt (sic ‘pro servabant eum). 


No Greeks omit ewm, while some (with 
d f & only) add exa; pesh has both 
eum and illic with Diatess arab (F 
Diatess lat has servabant eum with 
nearly all Latins). 

But 7, is alone (with this appar- 
ently mal-constructed word) in oxait- 
ting eum, with syr 8, who has dle 
without ewm. 

This would not mean anything taken alone, 
but as servavearunt, like accipiarunt etc. elsewhere of 
r,, does not imply confusion with the words fol- 
lowing, but only a preference for such spelling of 
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the word itself. Note that this is followed imme- 

diately by: | 

a 37. causam (— ipsius) which agrees with 
syr § exactly and alone with that 
MS. against Latins, Greeks, and pesh, 
which with JDvuatessarun arab says 
causam mortis ipsius, while F (Latin 
Diatess) agrees with the rest, having 
CAUSAL CUS. 

d alone of Latins (against his-Greek D) 
with Juvencus: Et scriptum causae 
titulum agrees with us and syr S. 
(p* has illius, p** substitutes ipsius, 
but this may have no connection 
with the omission of 7,; as regards 
r Abbott reads supra capud ejus ....8 
scribtam, reading the letter s alone 
for (one) intervening word. If this 
letter is m, the last letter of causam, 
then in 7 also ipsius is wanting. 
Otherwise causam has been omitted 
by mistake. ) 

dr, syr 8 form a very important com- 
bination here at this important place, 
since it opposes the Diatessaron and 
the rest. 

But of syr 8: ‘They wrote the trespass”? 
(or ‘‘ the fault ’’) has a distinct Semitic 
flavour, when we take into account 
the Jewish charge ‘‘ Because he made 
himself the Son of God.” 
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Matt. 

xxvil. 37. r. also has seriptum est rather than 

scriptam. Cf. syr 8 “they wrote.” 
(Abbott has “scriptum + est”; he 

means scriptum est pro scriptam.) 

ibid. + xps (post Iesus) So LR Wurzburg 
J (all from 7,). Not syr S nor pesh, 
but Diatessaron arab and F (lat) both 
add nazarenus. Ephraem substitutes 
*‘ the Christ” for Jesus. Here then we 
go with Lphr. (partly) against both 

Diatess and syr § and pesh. 
So that when syr § and pesh = Jeshua (so Orig.) 


and Diatessaron = Nazarenus 
- and Ephraem = Christus 
and we = Ths Xps 


we are getting to an interesting point (taken with 

what is submitted above in the same verse). We 

are clearly all against the Diatessaron, which drew 

from another Gospel. Ours seems to be an 

accretion here, nearly as old as Hphr., and when 

added cannot be said. Many Jatt vett omit Jesus 

altogether and have no substitute, as do some 
Greeks and Coptic. 

XXvil. 38. crucifimerunt (and the active sense runs 

through the whole verse) with DP L 

R (Q) Wurzburg J Dimma g, and F 

and syr hier cod C. Apparently D W® 

L RB (Q) Wurzburg J 4, do not follow 

with unum .. unum although Dimma 

does and E does (not recorded by 

Wordsworth for crucifixerunt instead 
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of crucifixi sunt) as also does F unum 


-alterum; the Diatess arab, though 
quite in a different place from F, also 
agrees in the active construction “they 
crucified them,” etc., and not “they 
were crucified.” Sodocfahgru. 

(xxvii. 39. transseuntes (pro praetereuntes). No 
Vulgates and only abcd fr, har 
Ambr 2/3 (euntes p*) [not ffi 7.218 
cum vg). 

Ambr 1/3 = qui transibant with syr 
against Greek ot Se mapazropevopevot.) 
Syr hier (A BC) omit tapatropevopevor. 

xxvii. 40. et dixerunt ei va (pro et dicentes). The 
construction is with syr rather than 
with Gr. and Latin, but syr S and 
pesh omit ei and va; in fact no Vul- 
gates nor Old Latin change et dicentes 
(not even 7 nor pz). Va is however 
added by many Old Latin; e: seems 
to be a gratuitous addition. 

wid. + et (post es) “and come down from 
the cross.’ So abedhr [not p] 
all Syriacs, Cyr 1/3 gr SAD 4738 
Evst 7, 18. 

xxvii. 41. deludes + eum So syr § and Diatess 
arab [not pesh, nor Greek nor Latins 
generally]; 7. has ewm instead of cum, 
but this is not an error, for r has eum 
cum (as E Dimma), and in r, eum is 
followed by et = opows and ‘like’ of 
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the syr. (cf. the whole verse in the 
different authorities). 
Furthermore : 
ibid. farisseis (pro senioribus) agrees with 
syr 8; while pesh and Diatess arab 
amplify, including both the elders and 
the pharisees, as do anumber of Greeks. 
Of the Latins, @ abcd f,hqr gat 
Cassiod agree with r, here, as does 
D*, and as do a few cursives. 

XXvii. 42 fin. in eum (pro ei) So ew avr. most 
Greeks and syr, but all Latins e (and 
a few Greeks airw) except Aug; and 
5 = in ipso. 

d even has e: but also avrw there- 
against; 7 and pw with all the rest ¢. 

xxvii. 43. filius dei (pro dei filius) So BD®M 
ORTW Dimma vg but only g,hq p* 
of Old Latins and syr. Eus. 

Greek is Oeov eyst vios. 
against syr vios ee Geos. 

(xxvii. 44. qui crucifixerunt (pro qui crucifixi 
erant) is followed before the next 
verse with the addition et postquam 
crucifiaus est. The reason is not far 
to seek, but it lacks authority except 
that of ab ¢ Auct de prom with 
L* QR Dimma(=7,). Neither d nor 
Ah nor r nor p have this. ) 

[xxvii. 46. —dicens. Apparently an error not 

shared by Syriacs, Greeks, nor by 
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Diatessaron, is yet countenanced by 0. 


Now the Syriac base of 6 is very 
deep and hidden. This may be a 
survival of a very early Syriac form 
of the verse. It would be natural. | 

xxvii. 48. surgiens (pro currens). This appears to 
be new and not derived from another 
synoptic Gospel. In connection with 
the small point, immediately above, 
(— dicens), it is suggestive. 

xxvil. 49. et liberavit eum (vo liberans eum) 
fe g So syr S “and saveth him 
alive”’ (et liberat Rd, et liberet J, 
et liberaret Q, et liberans J, et salu- 
abit hr, et saluet p, et liberabit a bc), 
but neither peshnor Diatess arab agree 
with us and syr 8, but only abed firh 
Lqarp (as above) and D® 1 209 kat 
owoe (instead of cwocwv most, or 
owoa. some with liberare D E P™ 
Dimma gz. and a few). 

(ibid. The addition of the spearing of our 
Saviour’s side from John xix. appear- 
ing here in 7, has no countenance from 
the Syriac, except from syr hier 1/2.) 

xxvii. 54. cum vidissent terremotum (pro viso 
terrae motu). Apparently no Vul- 
gates, and only v and p* with Syriac; 
Greek idovres is followed by d 8 with 
videntes, all others use ‘‘viso terrae 
motu,’ So in the same verse: 
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rp*, and 6, for 7a ywoueva, that is ea 
quae fiebant; but d only writes quae 
jfiebant (— ea). R and Wurzburg J 
have ea, showing that they revised 
the first part of the verse and forgot 
the second. So also a. [This keeps 
a in the Graeco-Latin ranks. ] 

ibid. filius dei (pro dei filius) SoD PORW 
vg and only b Al (mut. r, non p) with 
syr against Greek @eov vios and all 
other Latins. 

xxvii. 55. + videntes (post a longe) so (LR) 
DE Wurzburg J Dimmaabedf frhq 
(r mut.) 6 w with one Greek 300 épwoa ; 
the rest of the Greeks (including D A) 
with syr. Jewpovoa, as H' OM of 
vulgates + aspicientes. So Tyndale 
“‘beholding.’ Of Old Latins only 
fig lt omit. The Diatess arab quotes 
from St. Luke’s account. Diatess 
lat F gives from both Luke and 
Matthew. 

xxvii. 58. The codex 7, closes at the words dari 
cor(pus), the verso of this leaf being 
left blank. This last word but one 
extant, namely 

dari (pro reddi), with DE LQ R Dimma 
[not Wurzburg J] with fy, hr 6 p gat, 
being Syriac, against Greek a7 0 do6ynvat 
and Latin reddi. 
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r runs on yet to xxviii. 15 and syr § is extant 
up to xxviii. 7 zi. 
e begins again at xxviii. 1. 
eaking syr S with Vulgate, note the following: 
xxvii. 59. et cum oh nags ioseph corpus Iesu. 
So La f, hr p* against Greek kat 
haBwv to copa 6 "Iwand, syr S also 
‘and when Joseph took the body’ 
(omitting Jesu with the Greek and 
most Latins); syr pesh ‘Et accepit 
Jauseph corpus’ (— Iesu with gk and 
lat). Diatess arab quotes from Mark. 
xxvii. 63. cum adhuc viveret ff, h (r) So syr 
and Diatess ‘cum viveret”’; gr ere 
Cwv ; latt adhuc vivens. 

(xxvii. 64. + nocte Aug. only with syr S, pesh, 
Diatess arab and Greek CFG LMUTL 
but no Latins nor F (Diatess lat). ) 

( xxvii. 65. + the grave (after take heed to) syr 
S from next verse [not pesh nor 
Diatess arab nor Greek nor Latins 
except Juvencus, freely rendering Ser- 
vate, ut vultis, corpus tellure sepultum]. ) 

xxvii. 66. et signaverunt (pro signantes) hr .* 
and syr, with Jnatess arab, against 
Greek od¢pay.cavtes and the rest of 
the Latins signantes. 

(xxviii. 2. — accedens syr S apparently alone 
[with only //i in a curious turn of 
phrase: et lapidem revolvens et sepulcro 
adsidens ; we only mention it as Hilary 
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has shown us before strong Syriac 


sympathies]. ) 

XXvilil. 6. —dominus ¢ only of Latins with syr 
S (against pesh, hier and Diatess arab) 
and with Greek 8B 33 copt arm aeth 
Orig Cyr (r is mutilated). 

Here we shall cease, as syr § is no longer avail- 
able, but comparing ¢ with Diatess arab for a 
moment, we find: 

XXVili. 12. concilium acceperunt et (pro consilio 
accepto) e¢ and a [not n] f, hr with 
Diatess and pesh. 

xxviii. 17. et cum vidissent (pro et videntes) e 
and a ff, h (hiat r) with Diatess and 
pesh. 

xxviii. 19. ite ergo et docete (pro euntes ergo 
docete) e¢ only, and Cypr Zeno Jul 
Firm with Diatess. 

d = ite nunc docete, 
Optat Tert = ite docete, 
Pacian = ite et docete. 

In every case against the Greek participial 
construction. (In the last case D* accommodates 
to his Latin d with mopeveoOar as Orig. ropever be, 
but no other Greeks.) DELQR Dimma p= 
euntes ergo nunc docete. 

I have considered the readings of » (Lawlor 
ceases his reprint at xxviii. 4, andr is wanting after 
xxviii. 15); 7 comes into the first combination, 
and so we see, up to the very last, these Latins 
ae ff hr, more or less, signify their preference for 

2A 
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Syriac construction. Either they got it from the 
Diatessaron or from an underlying Syriac. Not 
from an overlying Syriac, as can be seen else- 
where, when they divide. And not from the 
Diatessaron, which they did not know. 

Baethgen’s publication (‘ Hvangelienfraqmente : 
Der Griechische Text des Cureton’schen Syrers,” 1885) 
only reaches me after I have completed this 
whole section on 7, f, ete. 

I find that he only touches the fringe of this 
great subject (pp. 80/81), and Sanday was perhaps 
excusable for not following up the lead while 
publishing his text of and remarks on k. 

I call in question Baethgen’s statements, that e 
is nearer the Syriac than 4, and that /g are far 
from it. 

e has had more Syriac taken out of it than 4, 
and has been more edited and twisted about. 
Much remains, however. JBaethgen is quite 
wrong about f and g. Our lists show it, without 
saying anything further here. 

He passes completely over a and the rest, and 
makes no mention of 7, nor of 7, like so many 
other critics. 

I find that my examples are such that I am 
not going over old ground, and in this marvellous 
Old Book there is always much that is new, which 
strikes different investigators in different ways. 

Baethgen also has not translated his Curetonian 
carefully enough. He missed a number of points 
revealed by Burkitt. 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 339 


Jena! a0 0 em ea Be 





Origen (Com. on St. John, Book VI., § 24), speaking of 
Bethabara (House of Preparation), or Bethany (House of 
Prayer), John i. 28, says :— 

“In the matter of proper names the Greek copies are often 
“incorrect, and in the Gospels one might be misled by their 
“authority. 

“The same inaccuracy with regard to proper names is 
“also to be observed in many passages of the Law and the 
“Prophets, as we have been at pains to learn from the 
“Hebrews, comparing our own copies with theirs, which 
“have the confirmation of the Versions, never subjected to 
“corruption, of Aquila and Theodotion and Symmachus.” 


Origen (Com. on St. Matthew, Book X., § 4) on Matt. 
xii. 44, says :— 

“The former parables He spoke to the multitudes, but 
“this, and the two which follow it, which are not parables 
“but similitudes in relation to the Kingdom of Heaven, He 
“seems to have spoken to the disciples when in the house. 
“In regard to this and the next two, let him who ‘gives 
“<heed to reading’ inquire whether they are parables at all. 
“In the case of the latter, the Scripture does not hesitate 
“to attach in each case the name of parable; but in the 
“present case it has not done so; and that naturally. For, 
“if he spoke to the multitudes in parables, and ‘spake all 
“<these things in parables and without a parable spake 
“nothing to them,’ but on going to the house He discourses 
“not to the multitudes, but to the disciples who came to 
“Him there, manifestly the things spoken in the house were 
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“not parables; for to them that are without, even to those 
“to whom ‘it is not given to know the mysteries of the 
“« Kingdom of Heaven,’ He speaks in parables. Some one 
“will then say, ‘If they are not really parables what are 
“*they?’ Shall we then say, in keeping with the diction 
“of the Scripture, that they are szmilitudes (comparisons). 
“Now a similitude differs from a parable; for it is written 
“in Mark, ‘To what shall we compare the Kingdom of God 
“*or in what parable shall we set it forth?’ From this it is 
“plain that there is a difference between a similitude and a 
“narable. The similitude seems to be generic, and the 
“parable specific ...... Ms 


Again (Book X., § 16) Matt. xii. 53/54. He says :— 

“Since we enquired above whether the things spoken to 
“the multitude were parables and those spoken to the 
“ disciples were simalitudes, and set forth observations bearing 
Sonrthis!, (ar 2m 


“He (Hegisippus) also states some particulars from the 
“Gospel of the Hebrews, AND FROM THE SyRIAc, and par- 
“ticularly from the Hebrew language, showing that he 
“himself was a convert from the Hebrews . . .” 

Eusesius, eel. Hist., TV. 22. 


“The following Syriac translations of portions of the 
“Greek text of the works c. Haer. are from the Nitrian 
“collection in the British Museum ; duplicate and triplicate 
“passages representing the same text are found; and their 
“almost universal agreement favours the notion that a 
“Syriac Version existed formerly” [of Irenaeus], “and 
“possibly may still come to light. The value of this un- 
“expected testimony to the genuineness of the Latin Version 
“would be greater if a doubtful cause needed support .. .” 

Harvey’s Jrenaeus, Vol. IL., p. 481. Note to 
beginning of Syriac fragments. 
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As the Diatessaron was apparently quite un- 
known outside of the Syriac-speaking community, 
how was it that its Syriac could in any way in- 
fluence the Latins? If it influenced the syr cu 
and §, as Burkitt says is the case, then syr cu 
and S lose most of their value as independent 
witnesses, and return to the “library shelves” 
whence they came! 

But the point is that the Syriac underlying the 
Diatessaron, I mean the Syriac of four distinct 
Gospels, is what must have originally tinged the 
Old Latin, or the Old Latin the Syriac. Which ? 
Clearly the Syriac influenced the Latin, and at 
the outset. 

In any event, remembering the date of Tatian 
himself, it is clear that what we have called 
concurrent Syriac, Greek, and Latin were together 
before Tatian composed his harmony. 

This carries us back to Justin Martyr, and 
behind him, and with the syriasms apparent in the 
text which he used, shows pretty clearly that we 
have in certain Old Latin,acde kr, (not to speak 
of Dimmaand Moling ; see Appendices II. and III.), 
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much of the Graeco-Syriac-Latin text current 
about 125 a.D. 

But how to account for the syriasms in the rest 
of the Old Latins is the puzzle. For they all 
have traces of Syriac base, antedating their Coptic 
proclivities of about 200 a.D. 

We can only assume that these Old Latins all 
come from one stem, and this goes back to a 
Graeco-Syriac-Latin current long before in the 
earliest times. In other words, as regards the 
Gospels, Latin and Syriac were made at the same 
time, or Latin and Greek from a Syriac original ; 
or Latin from a Graeco-Syriac original. 

Now it is impossible that the Syriac came from 
Latin. There is every evidence throughout the 
various Latin MSS. which have reached us that 
Syriac played a part in moulding each one. In 
many cases the Latin is a composite rendering 
(often happy) of Greek and Syriac. In others it 
goes deeper, favoring Syriac, and touching on an 
Aramaic base. How far this is simply Syriac 
continuity of Aramaic forms, and how far it may 
mean a possible Aramaic stem underlying the 
Greek and Syriac, may perhaps be determined by 
close and capable students. It appears, however, 
as if the endeavour to force an Aramaic ground 
text may be lost in the power of the earliest Latin 
translators to mislead us by their knowledge of 
Syriac forms and partial preference to them over 
the Greek. ad and k, however, show us clearly 
that circa 100 a.p. they were using Greek and 
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Syriac together, and the western text (as to 
renderings) proves to be non-existent in a d, or 
at any rate completely overshadowed by their 
original leanings to pure Graeco-Syriac trans- 
mission of the earliest. — 

The individual survivals to follow mere!y show 
the same general pr:nciple at work. 


Examples of Syriasms. 


Why Syriac is not derived from Latin, but 
Latin from the Syriac. 

Because, every now and then, we find a certain 
Latin striving for Syriac utterance, occurring in 
all the Latin MSS. in different places; it may be 
a deep Hebraism or an Aramaic form; it may be 
simple Syriac of an age which can be determined, 
or which may be indeterminate; it may be a 
striving to combine Greek and Syriac. But it 
occurs in them all, and in such a way as to show 
absolutely, and beyond peradventure, that the 
root of the Latin goes back to and forms part of 
the Graeco-Syriac stem at the fountain-head. 

AS REGARDS @: 

Note wnicus . . unici, everywhere in John, a and 

syr (while de q often), 

adfectatio (for hypocrisis and taoxpiots Luke 
xii. 1). Syr. = respecter of persons 
SlCr. 

The fact that ¢ uses simulatio and ¢ fictio lends 
force to a synchronous translation of Graeco-Syriac 
at the start. 
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Even at Mark xii. 15, where the Syriac uses 
guile (dolum syr. pesh. Gwill.) for droxpiow, and 
ac aur ‘ simulationem,’ k shows he was after some- 
thing special, apart from his Greek, by writing 
sictam pronuntiationem, corrected by second hand 
to fictam pron. Thus, please to note / in Matt. 
xxiii. 28 and probably 7. 

Why did not certain Latins transliterate the 
word wvmoxpiois like the Copts? The former 
(represented by our earliest Latin MSS., and 
those certainly coming from a Graeco-Latin stem, 
remember) employ a transfiguration on purpose, 
and I do not see how, unless they obtained it 
from a sight of the Syriac equivalent standing 
opposite the Greek. 

A full statement concerning the Versions and 
vroxprors Would be useful. We have no space for 
it here. 

Note further: 

Luke xxiii. 46. — haee dicens a and syr cu § 
(+ gr. X and 3 curs.). 

Luke xv. 8. + ex willis aand syr cuS Diatess. 
Mark xiv. 62. super nubes a alone with syr. 
Luke xi. 46 jin. ea (for sarcinas) a and syr cu and 

S only. 

John xx. 6. secutus est illum et Petrus et intrauit. 
So a alone of Latins with syr 
against Greek dxodovwr. 

» xxi. 5. —ergo ae only with syr arm 
Diatess Cyr and Greek C® U 
only and minuscules. 
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John xxi. 13. sumpsit (for accepit) a only and 
syr (cf. Greek). 
Mark ix. 35/36. in sinu sumpsisset a. Cf. only syr 
pesh and Diatess (not syr 8). 
» X.16. insinu suo a. Cf. again peshand 
Diatess (not syr §). 

Only the peshitto and Diatessaron in these two 
places say that our Lord took the child and the 
children in his arms. 

Mark xi. 14. Jam numquam in sempiternum nemo 
fructum ex te edat a. Cf. syr 
and Diatess. 


Luke viii. 25. ad alis alium a = syr. ! 
»» Xviii. 24. contristatum ae with syr and 
Diatess. 


xix. 30. asinam cum pullum a and Diatess. 
» Xvi. 14. amatores pecuniae for avari a, pre- 
~ serving Greek and Syriac, with 
the Vulgate codex D only [not 
preserved by Dimma even, which 
agrees so often with D], against 
all other Latins; even d has 
cupidi, and r conflates with 
cupidissimi et amat, pec. 
This is a good case, showing 7 was modelled on 
a and d. 
See elsewhere for other instances. 
AS REGARDS 6b: 
similitudo = syr, for wapaBodn, parabola (Mark iv. 
10 and elsewhere). 
Burkitt (Old Latin and Itala, pp. 42/43) has an 
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interesting and full note on all the passages where 
mapaBo\n occurs, and while rendering fuil justice 
to the favor which 0 shows for similitudo, fails to 
catch the drift of the matter. He records é& in 
St. Matthew xiii. 3/36 for s¢militudo 11/11 times, 
and wherever else & is extant (Mark xii. 1, 12, 
xili. 28, in the latter case with a), but does not see 
the apparent Syriac drift. In fact he says “ Be- 
fore proceeding to give the evidence from St. Luke we 
may notice that similitudo seems thoroughly African.” 
We venture to think that similitudo has a deeper 
background and is not a pure ‘ Africanism.’ Un- 
happily 7. is missing at Mark iv. 2/13 or it might 
replace £, but it has generally been corrected to 
parabola [note Matt. xxi. 45 fabulas!] although 
we find similitudinem at Luke xviii. 9. 

The peshitto (Gwilliam) renders parabola every- 
where, except 
Luke iv. 23. proverbium, but syr MATLA here too, 

», Vill. 10. aenigmata (parables syr cu and S), 

syr PELATA, 

but at Mark iv. 30 is very distinct (that is, un- 
accommodated to the Greek wapaBody 
Owpev or tapaBohy mapaBarwpev) with 
COMPARATIONE COMPARABIMUS. 

Both the Sinaitic and Curetonian Syriacs are 
unfortunately wanting here; but we have the 
Syriac-Greek testimony of the 1 family (1 118 
131 209) for opowpate mapaBarwopev, and Burkitt 
would have rendered as Gwilliam, or perhaps 
similitudine assimilabimus, for the syr here is ‘and 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 347 


with what matla shall we matla it?’+ Lake (p. 
Ixxi. of “ Codex 1 and its allies”) records this for 
jam. 1 in List G among the “readings which 
appear to be peculiar to fam. 1,” also failing to 
see the possible Syriac drift, for the Syriac 
sentence is: “to what shall we liken (dama; 
opovdoonev) the Kingdom of God, and with what 
matla shall we matla it ?”’ 

Now turn to syr cu and S. 

They are both extant at Matt. xiii. 3-36, and 
here they divide—not among themselves, this 
they never do, agreeing throughout—but as to 
the renderings, giving 

parables in verses 3, 10, 13, 34 (b/s), and 
smmulitudes:,, 3) 18; 24,31, 33; 35, 36. 

They both give parables Matt. xxi. 45, xxii. 1, 
and so also syr S at Matt. xxiv. 32 and Mark 
xiii. 28 (cu deficient in both these places), that is 








Tt 6 reads: Quomodo simile dicemus regnum Dei aut in qua 
similitudine ponemus (cf. Diatess) 


€ Cui similabimus regnum Dei aut in quam parabolam 
similabimus illud 
d Cui adsimilauimus regnum Dei aut in qua parauola 
transferamus illud 
e Quomodo similabimus regnum Dei aut in qua para- 
bola damus eum 
S fo Cui adsimilabimus (adsimilabitur q) regnum Dei 


aut in quam parabolam (cui parabolae f) com- 
parabimus illud 

a Cui adsimilabimus regnum Dei aut in quam para- 
bolam illud comparauimus 

r, reads with the Vulgate except that it has et for aut alone 
with Syriac (& a wanting). 
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in four other places, also Luke viii. 10, making 
five, where Gwilliam has aenigmata, while simili- 
tudes is the rule elsewhere in 27 places as 
follows: 

Syr cu and S: Matt. xiii. 53; xv. 15; xxi. 33; 
Luke viii. 4, 9, 11; xii. 16, 41; xiii. 6; xiv. 7; 
Sve Ss ecvilied,: Ostet Tes Os ete: 

Where cu is deficient, S gives it: Mark iii. 23; 
ive 2, 10,:11, [3 bissvile Gh) alia lS le 
iv. 23; vi. 39. 

Both are deficient at Mark iv. 30, 33, 34, Luke 
v. 36; and they both omit the word at Luke 
xx. 19, although S adds a clause in Luke xx. 16, 
containing similitudinem. 

Origen has referred to the difference between 
similitudo and parabola at length (see the heading 
to this chapter), without giving us the key any 
more than Burkitt does. 

In the above we have simply accepted Burkitt’s 
rendering of parables for PELATA, and. similitudes 
for MATLA. 

Some might prefer to reverse this and use 
parables for matla = Hebr. mashal. Wellhausen 
(Com. on Mark) has discoursed on this rather ably, 
and Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, may be 
consulted for a short article. In the LXX zapa- 
Bohky very commonly represents the Hebrew 
mashal, but it is also rendered zapoupia. 

The fact remains that the Syriac uses two 
different words (chiefly matla; about thirty-three 
cases, against some five for pelata), and that the 
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Latins followed with a differentiation, against the 
consistent mapaBody of the Greek. 

So at Matt. xiii. 3, 10, 13, similitudinibus is 
used by &. 

I hardly know whether to refer this to Syriac 
or not; but I do not know to what else it can be 
referred. 

Gwilliam renders parables for the syr ‘matla’ 
or ‘pelata.’ Burkitt is careful to differentiate 
between similitudes (= with him mala), and 
parables (with him pelata). Yet matla = Hebr. 
mashal, generally parables or proverbs in O.T. 

At this place the syr is pelata, xiii. 3, 10, 18, 
which Burkitt renders consistently parables, while 
k prefers similitudes. 

At xiii. 34/36, where the key ought to be (from 
the quotation from Psalm Ixxviii. 2) we do not 
seem to get much light. The Syriac is: “ All 
these things spake Jesus in pelata to the multi- 
tudes, and without pelata he was not speaking 
with them; and the word was accomplished that 
was said by the prophet” (Psa. Ixxvill. 2) ‘‘ who 
had said ‘I will open my mouth in mat/a and I 
will speak things secret”? (O.T. ‘dark sayings,’ 
‘gheedah’ = riddle elsewhere) ‘‘from of old.’ 
Then he left the multitudes and came to the 
house, and his disciples drew near before him and 
say to him, Explain to us that matla of the tares 
of the field.” 

Now the matter of the tares of the field had 
been referred to as matla (xiii. 24) and the dis- 
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ciples in their question outside (xiii. 10) had 
asked ‘wherefore in pelata speakest thou with 
them?’ In xiii. 18, 24, 31 and 33 the word is 
matla. The Greek everywhere is zapaf. 

This, as stated before, had exercised Origen 
long ago. 

In this connection it may be of interest to 
recall that at Matt. xiii. 36, where the ordinary 
Greek runs dpdcov july thy tapaBohyy Tov Cilaviwyv 
Tov aypod, Origen and &*B write dcacddnoor 
for ¢pacov. The Syriac also = explica (pashek). 
The ordinary Latin is dissere (edissere K? 0 TW/ 5 
and printed Vulgate), while (a) ) ff:9,hq have 
enarra, and dk are content with narra, and e with 
dic. . 

But we see here that while Origen (1/5) was 
discoursing of similitudes and parables, he had 
apparently a Gracco-syriac beside him; else how 
account for the Sivacda¢noov? (See p. 34.) 

Now the origin of the use of the word similitudo 
by the Latins for parabola, and hence of mashal 
(matla), may be discovered if we distinguish be- 
tween the literary form and its method. For it 
is a psychological necessity of all minds to see re- 
semblances; the similitude sets forth the fact that 
the resemblance or likeness exists. The practical 
Latin mind saw the adaptations which are used 
in teaching but neglected the art or literary form 
which is classified as the parable or mashal. 

The mashal is the story or the technical form, 
whereas the similitudo is its method. The simile 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 351 


may be set forth in a fable, or parable or para- 
myth. None of these is a real occurrence. A 
real occurrence would be a wapadevypa. 

Because a proverb has a similitude in it it is 
sometimes called a parable. 

It is necessary to straighten this matter out, 
as Burkitt, although consistent enough, has 
abandoned the older term as used in the A.V. for 
mashal. Mrs. Lewis uses parable throughout. In 
the Old Testament the A.V. uses similitude to 
render damut. | 

The question remains whether the Latins were 
endeavouring to differentiate between pelata and 
matla, or using their judgment in translating the 
pure Greek. 

FURTHER, AS REGARDS 6, NOTE: 
Mark iv. 24. demensurabitur for adicietur with 

Diatess. 
John vi. 45. propheta. So syr and Diatess. 
5» viii. 28. et nihil a me facio. Syr against Gh. 
» xii. 14. Lazar. So d also and syr. 
Luke vii. 23. gui with d 6, against Greek. 

» xii. 44. — guia with 7,1 and syr. 

Mark xii. 2. ut fructum ex vinea darent e (ef. 
syr 8). 

AS REGARDS ec, NOTE: 

Mark xii. 42. guaedam vidua with aur only syr $ 
and pesh. | 

» vi. 34 fin. — multa alone with syr 8 against 

all Greeks, Latins and _ peshitto 
(cf. Diatess ex Luc). 
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Matt. xv. 34. panes uc habetis. So only ec, but 
syr cu and pesh add “by you” 
or ‘‘ with you.”’ 

John xxi. 15/16/17. Bariona. 

Luke xxi. 21. in montem alone with syr. 


a v. 3. inaltumfor pusillum alone with syr. 
» xi. 24. CUM NON invenerit. So 2 also, 
with syr. 


» Xvi. 7. ET SEDE scribe ¢= (syr 8S) pesh 
Diatess [non cu] and gr fam 1. 

» Xl. 56. semulatores cf. syr. 

» XXlll. 9. + guase non audiens cf. syr cu 
(hiat $8). 

», Xxili. 31. ita (pro haec) ec and Diatess 
against other Syriacs. 


<© 


Add also: 
Matt. v. 33. deo for domino ce alone with Diatess 
arab (not Syriacs) and P T only. 
AS REGARDS 6c TOGETHER NOTE: 

Jo. xvi. 25 manifestabo cf. syr S and Diatess. 

AS REGARDS d the places are very numerous. 

Note: 

Luke ix. 33. separarentur d alone with syr cu 
and 8 for discederent (syr pesh = 
coepissent discedere); Greek év 
Tw Suaywpiler Oar. 

»» Xi. 21. substantia equs ; 
»» xxii. 64. the simple “ say” for ask 
and said | with 
ewe aaa fe » “say”? for -an=| syr. 
nounce 
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Luke xi. 20. adpropinguavit d alone for prae- 
venit or pervenit; cf. syr. 
»» Xxi. 21. “go forth” syr cu and 8, exeant 
by d alone (gr. exxwpetwoar). 
Latins discedant and a e sece- 
dant. 
»» XXi. 25. et aporia (kas amopia D for ev azopia) 
cf. syr cu and S. 
Consult also Luke vii. 22, ix. 12, xi. 26, xii. 49, 
kEX2 o0, Xk. 2O0exi, 16; xxii. 15; xxiv. 22. 
See also 
Matt. xxvii. 6. mittere EAM d (hiat D*) for the 
““muttere eos’ or “ mittere eas” of 
all the rest, and aiza of all 
Greeks; yet all Syriacs and Dia- 
tess have “12t,”” * allud.” 
AS REGARDS e these examples too are very 
numerous. Among them, note: 
Luke iv. 9. fastigio for pinnam. 
Also, note specially 
John xiii. 29. praecepisset for dicit quite alone with 
syr & and Diatessaron (Gwilliam 
renders pesh more strongly still, 
pracciprendo praeciperet) while Greek 
is simply Aeye. 
Also note such places as: 
Luke xxi. 1. aspexit et for respiciens of all (but 
d aspiciens, m intendens). | 
Luke xvii. 10. swpervacuc for inutiles; cf. syr cu 
‘“‘rifraff.”’ So that it cannot be 
said that compounds with super 
2B 
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(Wiseman) are entirely ‘African’ 
in their origin. Further, note: 
John xi. 43. vocavit, with Aphraates. 
Luke i. - 17. contumaces. 
Matt. xxii. 30. caelorum. 
Luke xxi. 25. inundationes. Cf. syrS and Diatess. 

» Xvill. 3. posted. 

»» Xviii. 24. contristatum with a syr and Diatess. 

»» Xxili. 26. invenerunt with Diatess (ex Matt.) 

against emAaBopevo. and against 
syr cu S. and pesh. 

So also, as above, John xxi. 5. — ergo with a 
and syr ; 
and note that e was also graeco-latin (Jo. v. 4 ‘cata 
tempus’). 

AS REGARDS f, NOTE: 

Mark vi. 24. exit autem puella. 
a xiv. 13.cvds. 
Luke viii. 17. reveletur. 
Mark xii. 2. ut fructum ex vinea darent et (cf. syr 
S); ete. 
AS REGARDS ff, NOTE: 
Matt. xv. 15. similitudinem. 

»» xii. 22. + quidam. 

55 xxv. 19. acciperet ab eis. 

a » 42. biberes ete. 

AS REGARDS ff; This MS. needs perhaps a 
special treatment as to its history and particular 
syriasms. Some of these are new or indirect, 
as at 

Mark viii. 35. inveniet illam for faciet or salvabit 
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of the rest. This is supported, not by the Syriacs 
which we know, but by the Graeco-Syriac codices 
28 33, with (their surviving) Greek evpyoe for 
owoes of the rest. 

Consult the occupaverit of ff, and c alone at Mark 
ix. 17/18. These two are alone with £ soon after 
(ix. 25/26) with exclamavit for exclamans or clamans 
(k clamavit). 

See also the adjungetur of ¢ at Mark x. 7 and 
compare to k& and old Syriac; note also affixerunt 
of c at Mark xii. 4, where syr S omits the verse. 

AS REGARDS g, NOTE: 

Matt. i. 24. + mariam with syr cu andr. I 
have preserved no memoranda of others. 

AS REGARDS h: 
we know from “ad dinan” (Matt.. xxvi. 18) 
that h was derived from a Graeco-Latin MS. (the 
word detva occurs only here in the N.T.); and 
Syriac appears :— 

Matt. xii. 22. + guidam (with jf, only) against 
Greek. 

xiii. 22. a sollicitudine (with a b only, which 
see) and syr against Greek. 

xxiii. 20/22. per for in throughout with fr 
and 7, only. 

SEE ALSO 4. 

Luke xxi. 2. — viduwam (with 7). Cf. syr S. 

55 Xi. 24. cum non invenerit = syr. ete. 

CONCERNING k: 
the examples are too many to mention here; 
but as a double striving for Greek and Syriac 

2B 2 


99 


99 
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compare Mark viii. 30 admonuit alone for emert- 
pnoer; with.the curious obsecrabat following in 
ver. 32 (cf. syr 8 “as if pitying him said”). See 
elsewhere for syr element in k. 
O: 
Even the fragment 0 at Mark xvi. 19 ascendit = 
syr pesh. and Diatess. 


| ee 
Even in the fragment p at John xi. 28 we find 
‘‘magister VENIT et vocat te”? with syr. 

AS REGARDS q NOTE: 

John i. 12. qui (alone of Latins) as against 
quotquot and ooo. = rather syr and 
Diatess. 

» xxi. 4. ad litus for in litore, én tov aiyadov 
or eis Tov atyvahov. Syr. = juxta 
litus, and Clem. ém tw aiytaro. 

» xix. 8. audivit against all others avdisset. 
Cf. Greek and Syriac. 

Luke viii. 15. fructum dant for fructum afferunt 
(xaptopopovow) = syr with a. 
» villi, 48. + constans esto = syr and Diatess. 
Mark vi. 4. genere suo, in the singular, } g and 
d (against D*) with Diatess. 

» xiv. 70. stabant gq, with d k=syr (for 
Greek wapeotures. ) 

AS REGARDS r: 

whole treatment of Mark vi. 22/24 agrees with 
syr 8. 

Luke ix. 48. — omnes, 

Cf. Luke xxi. 2. — viduam with syr § (and 7). 
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As regards Dimma see Appendix II. 

AS REGARDS p (Moling) : 

Luke ix. 47. puerum + et (statuit) with ¢ syr and 
printed vg. only. 

», 1x. 56. om. clause with d only and syr § 

(against syr cw). 

Matt. xxvi. 70. + neque intellego with syr etc. (see 
evidence elsewhere) ; see App. III. 

Ae LO 4s: 

Almost too numerous to mention. Note how- 

ever Luke xix. 4, fici for sycomorum; Luke xvii. 8 

para mihi; Luke xiii. 4 peccatores (for debitores) ; 

Luke iv. 20, conplicuisset; Luke ii. 10, nuntio; 

FOR gat NOTE: 

Luke i. 13; ii. 5; xxiii. 22, etc.; Matt. xxvii, 24, 

58, etc., etc. 

CONCERNING QA8: 

Matt. xxvi. 70. + ovde emvcrayar not rendered 

by 6. 

The marvellous thing is that after all the 
editing these codices have been subjected to, we 
can still pick up these th:ngs. 

(Such codices as CT, -P are also found in like 
case; showing definite and marvellous survival. 
So also sy7 on coptic.) 

We also find them at times nearly all together 
with Syriac against Greek, as at: 

Mark vii. 22. avaritia in the singular ab ¢ (cupi- 
ditas) df ffo 92.197 7 12 aur gig, also P 
of the Vulgates, with Syriac and 
only D 473 of the Greeks. 
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Mark viii. 1. Jn illis autem diebus abcd f friqr 
and only D® 28 604 = syr pesh, 
and syr S ‘Now in those same 
days again.’ 

Luke xxi. 6. + hic in pariete D Q Dimmac ff,1 9 
r%.3 + in par. hicad; in parietem 
Zs and D® ev royw we; 8 BLX 
fam 1, fam 13, add wSe with copt 
and syr cu, while syr S and Ephr. 
add ‘in it.” 

»» Xxl. 1] fin. + et tempestates D Q Dimmac fr 
ilqrr,s; + et hiemes a Orig; 
‘great winter storms”’ syr cu (not 
syr 8); tempestates’ permagnae by 
pesh (not Greek). 


» xxl. 4. + et scribis. Most Old Latins sub- 
stitute et scribis for et magistratibus 
with syr cu and S Diatess and 
Greek C P; the peshitto gives the 

_ addition with 7. 

Mark xii. 2. “‘ut de fructibus ex vinea DARENT EI” 
(a) bed f fi, tk (q) vr aur [hiant a e] 
and D® dwcovew aitw with syr, 
instead of 

‘ut ab agricolis ACCIPERET DE FRUCTU 
VINEAE”’ of all Vulgates, ,, . 4 J, 
r, (here undoubtedly revised) p 
Dimma and 8, and Greek: 

iva Tapa Tw yewpywv haByn amo Tw 
KAPTWY TOU GATEAWVOS..- 
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Matt. xxvii. 65. custodes J abcd f\ with syr and 
Begi9| Diatess, 
milites D LQ R*) against all 
Dimmahr gat p* Greeks 
gvvakas D* KOVOTWOLAY. 


Or a later, but not very late, conflate, thus: 
q at 
John xix. 34. percussit et perfodit 
(percussit a ff, n Ephr Syr; per- 
fodit c) syr cu S wanting, Diatess 
“ripped.” 

or, 13-69—fam. 

Mark vii. 5. kowais yepow avumrous, while 8* B D 
fam 1, 28 33 473-604 have kowwas, 
and the rest avizrows with syr, the 
Latins also being divided. 


Even the Vulgate at times is almost alone 
with syr as at 
Luke ix. 47. + et (ante statuit) syr, vg and only 
e and p. 


So the Greeks : — 
N: 3 

Luke xvii. 8. + pou post erousacov. So only the 
Syriacs, and Latins a 6 d (contra 
D*") fqr7r, and R. 

xxii. 24. eyevero Se didovermia (— Kav) with 
syrcuSabe f,ilqr7, and DQR 
(=r,.) + CT. Only 127* 515 of 


33 
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the Greeks support 8. The peshitto 
thereagainst has etiam. 

Matt. viii. 12. efekevoovras (pro exBrynPnoorra). So 
all Syriacs, some Latins, Iren and 
Aug. 

Many other examples are forthcoming. 
Be: 

Matt. x. 4. cavavatcos with CDL 1 22 33 118 
Evst 18 syr copt itala, against 
kavavirns Of the other Greeks. 

»» Xvi. 20. exetysnoe = syr cu with D* d ande. 
xiii. 36. Suacadnoov with N* only and 
Origen (semel) = explain, make 
clear = syr, against ¢pacov of the 

other Greeks. 

See also Luke xix. 40. — quia. 

»  xXxiv. 12. — posita 

and compare B’s use of simple verbs (with Syriac 

practice) against compound Greek verbs, as at 

Luke vi. 34, vili. 16, xi. 49, xii. 20, xiv. 5, xv. 24, 

xvili. 30, xxiv. 4, 40 (although the converse, Luke 

viii. 6, xvii. 12, xxiv. 49, occasionally obtains). 


~~ 


cer : 
Mark xiv. 19. eis Exaotos = syr 8. 
Luke viii. 39. kvpios (pro moous) = syr cu. 


And with others, in combination. 

C goes, curiously, with the Latins ac f ff, and 
goth at Mark xi. 15 ypxovro alone of Greeks. 
(The Syriacs vary considerably here.) 

De: L?: 


See under d. Often in small combinations. 
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xe: ; 
Luke = xi. 53. + €&vwmov gtavtos tov éxdov_ with 
D, itala, syr. 
ie xii. 27. + tov dypov. 
» xii. 15. vroxpita with DV d fl and syr. 
»» Xxill. 46. — haec dicens with a and syr cu 8. 
Oo 
Mark xvi. 19. & defa (pro ex SdeEvwv) ; ete. 


As regards xatex\.0y (Luke vii. 36), Karaxevrou 
(vi. 37), preferred by SB DLE 1 33 69-124 131 to 
avexdi0n and avaxerrar of most (also ix. 15), note 
that the Syriac is indeterminate, and the Latins— 
e recumbit, f discubuit, G bc jf,1 qr aur recubuit— 
prefer it in ver. 37 to accubuit of the Vulgates. 

Note that Wessely’s Wiener papyrus fragment 
(Luke vil. 36/44, x. 38/42) also gives this form 
(Wiener Studien, 1882) and generally agrees with 
the Syriac.t Unfortunately it is wanting in vii. 





+ Although this particular papyrus fragment is not very old, 
it is one of the very few New Testament fragments on papyrus 
which have reached us, and it is both curious and interesting 
that it contains the story of the woman, a sinner, who covered 
our Lord’s feet with kisses (xarefiAycev), and concerning whom 
our Lord prophesied (as related in the accounts given in St. 
Mark and St. Matthew) ‘“ That wheresoever this Gospel shall be 
preached in the whole world there shall also this, that this woman 
hath done, be told for a memorial of her.” 

‘xatedirnoev’: Lost in Latin and English, but see ‘osculis 
Jigeret, lacrimis inundaret, crinibus detergeret’ of Tertullian ; the 
Greek of Matthew and Mark accuses Judas even of the perfidy of 
kissing our Lord on both cheeks or of familiarly laying his hand 
on his shoulder whilst kissing him (xatepuAyoev). Luke modifies 
this, and John passes it over. 
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37, just where we want a trace of Syriac and 
Coptic order in the Greek, and we do not know if 
it read Hv &v TH ToAEL GpapTwdds, OF Hv apapTwdos év 
TN TONEL. 

The same applies to discubitus for accubitus 
(Luke xiv. 7). See Qa/ ff, 1r re. 


Again, who but a scribe or translator who had 
both Greek and Syriac before him could render 
Mark vii. 35. Greek op#ws and Syriac easily by 

the Latin conjidenter as bed ffy1, 
or diserte a, instead of the clear 
recte of most Latins, when con- 
sulting Greek alone ? 

Or 
Mark ix. 46/47. Greek exBahke and Syriac “ pluck 

out,” by the Latin exime as abe 
d ff, k for eice; Gwilliam uses erue 
with 2 aur gig. 

Again : 

Matt. xxvi. 26. caenantibus of the Latins for Greek 
€ofovrwy is avoided by Ld, yz, 
who write manducantibus with syr. 

Again : 

Matt. xxvi. 36. af with syr write locum for the 
Greek  yopiv, against agrum, 
villam, praedium, ete., of the rest. 

Again : 

Matt xxv. 20. posuit a; so Diatess “ brought,” 
syry S “offered,” and Greek 
mpoonveyxev, While other Latins 
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all prefer optulit. Is nota making 
a composition of Greek and 
Syriac here ? 

Note Luke xxiv. 27. —quae acdeand syr. 


Again, note conjunction of the syriacisers, as 
Mark x. 32. adsumpsit dé and syr for assumens. 
Mark xi. 23. dubitauerit ak and syr 8 for hesi- 
tauerit. 

Luke xvi. 2. actum (meum a) administrare ae for 
the simple vilicare or administrare 
or dispensare (oikovopew) 3 syr cu S 
and pesh = “not be any more 
steward to me”? (cf. patess 

Or conjunction in special places: 

Luke xxii. 13. dixerat (pro dixit) ad r, (def. r 
and Greek eipyxe. by BCD L. 

xxii. 18. usque dum (pro donec) r Gk ews 
orov or ews ov. No Vulgates. 


99 


As showing that the Latin was effective in the 
time of syr 8, take the following: 
Luke xvii. 9. Greek = or exounoey Ta SiatayGevta. 
Burkitt translates syr cu: ‘that 
he hath done the things which he 
commanded him,” but he adds a 
footnote : 
“‘he commanded] is commanded 
S (sie): probably a mere error of the 
scribe.” 
Why? (The peshitto = quod 
praeceptum fuerat ei.) For the 
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Latins be iq8 Cypr, instead of 
imperaverat have imperata sunt, and 
ad f s praecepta sunt, and r praecepta 
erant (7. omits). 


The relations of ar 7, are interesting : 

See Luke xvii. 16 procedit; these three only for 
cecidit. 

So adr, dixerat Luke xxii. 13 (r wanting). 

Luke x. 40. dereliquit (from Greek 

So also dr, KaT eure). 

», xii. 51. divisionem (from Syriac). 

See also Luke xviii. 39 — multo magis 7, while d 
omits multo with D* and syr cu 8; and see Luke 
Xvii. 23 sequemint r, (for sectemini); perseque- 
mini d. 

So also er, Luke xvii. 17, omitting alone et 
novem ubi sunt; (followed in xvii. 20 by veniret for 
venit er, with s and D). 

So bef frtl qr rz vocatus for invitatus (sec.) Luke 
xiv. 8: 

Soabedisr, — vobis Luke xvii. 10. 

General Latin agreement with syr (against Greek) 
is often seen upon a careful study of this point. 
Note 
Luke viii. 80 erant, for intraverunt (eondOer), a ify pe 

d (and D® noav) fuerant c; sumus b1; 

See viii. 34, introductory clause, etc. 

But the real original was plainly Graeco-Syriac, 
for see dereliquit (for reliquit) mentioned above 
(x. 40) d and r, only with gr xatedurev. 
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The fact therefore remains that although the 
Syriac Diatessaron was hardly known outside its 
own habitat, a Syriac has left a deep impression 
on ali our Latin MSS. This must trace therefore 
to a Tetraevangelion in a Syriac version, antedating 
the Diatessaron. For enough remains of this 
Syriac element in the Latin, running now with 
the Diatess., now with the “Old Syriac” (cu and 
8), and again with the peshitto, and occasionally 
with the Jerusalem, to show that the Syriac 
elements in the Latin were not acquired after 
any of these were made, but that a base common 
to all of them is responsible, and that base, 
clearly, must antedate all the present Syriac 
versions. ; 

A careful study of the Diatessaron and of its 
relations to the other Syriacs and Latins will, I 
think, show this clearly. 

Then when one confronts the Syriacs with a or 
k or 7, one finds these Latins running, as I say, 
now with one and now with another, and in such 
a way as to point only to a most deep and ancient 
common base for the Syriacs and a common base for 
the Graeco-Syriac- Latins. 

Sanday obtained a hint about the relations of 
r, to k, but failed to follow it up. For at p. clxi. 
Introduction, on /, he writes: 

‘There is a special tendency to the insertion of 
“TIT. Conspicuous examples of this are baptizio, 
“‘baptiziator, scandalizio. In these words the rule 
‘that 7 is inserted is almost unbroken (baptidiator 
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“occurs once): it is found besides in grav, 
“‘diciens, ziabolus (for zavolus = diabolus). The 
“only other MS. in which I have been able to 
‘discover any parallel to this usage is Dr. T. K. 
<‘ Abbott’s Cod. Usserianus II, where neither 
“‘baptizio nor scandalizio occur, as it would seem, 
“at all, but diciens five times in S. Matthew alone, 
“and other forms such as accediens adpraechendiens 
*« respondiens frequently : so frequently indeed that 
“Dr. Abbott writes in his preface (p. xv.) ‘ parti- 
‘‘cipium praesens secundae et tertiae conjuga- 
“‘tionis in casu nominandi fere semper ‘“‘-iens”’ 
“sonat; ut diciens, vidiens.’”? F 

This was a good clue as to the deeper relations 
of 7, to k, but no particular attention has been 
paid to it. It points to a copy in Ireland of 
this Syriac-African text of & 7, before 7, had 
been Vulgatised, and during which process k 
undoubtedly was somewhat altered. 

It seems strange that as much can be learned 
from such barbarously written MSS. as # and », 
but the copyists have been utterly unable to 
obscure the issue. 

Further it will be noticed that the texts of the 
Good Book are so full of material for criticism 
(for our profit) that among my examples will be 





+ It might also have been remarked that ¢ for ¢ is confused in 
both r, and k: for note 
Mark xiv. 33. cedere (for taedere) r, [so L from the same source], 
while : 
Matt. viii. 7. turabo (for curabo) occurs in k. 
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found very few already handled by Chase, Hjelt, 

Baethgen or others. 

One of the most interesting conflate readings, 
of great age (briefly indicated among the readings 
on p. 178), is to be found at Luke xvi. 31, where 
Irenaeus conflates the Greek reading dvacras with 
the Old Syriac ‘go,’ thus (Contra Haer. IV. 3, § 1) 
RESURGENS AD ILLOS EAT. Now this occurs at 
the close of the important parable of Dives and 
Lazarus, and it is rare to find such radical 
differences between Syr and Greek in important 
places like this. 

The Greek is and was: ‘‘ovde éay tis ex vexpov 
avaotn tmeacOnoovra”’ (or muatevoovow D 
Ephr. latt. Diatess arab; or axovowow avtov 
Dial). 

The Old Syriac: ‘neither if one from the dead 
should geo would they believe him.” 

The chief difference then is between AROSE and 
Go, which Jrenaeus conflated. With Irenaeus are 
ranged D* “avaorn kat ame\On mpos avrovus,”” and 
d r (rz wanting) lait: “‘surrexerit et ierit ad eos,” 
also conflating. 

The Diatess arab goes with the Greek arose, as 
Peshitto. Now what do the other Old Latins do ? 
Why, all but f join the Old Syriac, against the 
Greek and Diatess., in writing Go, without con- 
flation. 

ad illos ierit a #2; ad illos ierint 7 /; 

ad illos abierit ¢ 7; ad illos abierint }; abierit ¢. 

To these add two Greek cursives 225 245 for 


368 CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF 


mopevOn, and Dial contr Mare aredOy, with Schol. in 
Matthaei’s Chryostom codex d. 

Here then is an absolute barrier between syr 8 
and the Latins on the one hand and the Dia- 
tessaron with the Greek on the other. 

As JTrenaeus comes to us with the double 
reading, it is clear that Go is older than the 
Diatessaron. Hence the witness of the Old Latin 
precedes the Diatess, and the consensus of Old 
Latins is very significant, and seems to point 
very clearly to a Graeco-Syriac behind the Dia- 
tessaron. 

The only further difference to be noted is about 
mecoOnoovrat, Which e alone of Old Latins renders 
with persuadebuntur, while the other O.L. and 
Vulgates give credent with Jren and syr or 
murtevoovow, While r with Dial gives audient eum. 
We have therefore six recensions : 


GO, ... be persuaded e¢ 

RISE, ... be persuaded Greeks 

RISE, 2... hear Dial. Tit. Bostr. 
Go, ... believe abe fi,.lq Ephr. 
Go, ... bepersuaded Gr. 225 245 

RISE, ... believe Diatess Vulgates f 


Dimma p ete. 
plus the conflates : 


RISE AND GO... believe D* d Jren 
RISE AND GO... hearhim r 
I submit that this is a very pretty place, and 
merits our earnest consideration. 
Titus Bostrensis (adv. Manich.), in the middle of 
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the Iv century, reproduces the language of the 
Dial. without conflating. 

Of course it is slightly complicated by the 
language previously employed in verses 29 and 30, 
but the fact remains that the Greek and Syr vary 
in verse 31 and that the Latins go with Syr, and 
Diatess with Greeks, while Irenaeus witnesses to 
both at a time when the Diatess. was being com- 
posed independently of him and his surroundings. 

Chase refers to this passage (Syro-Latin text of 
the Gospels, 1895), but does not notice the age of 
the Syriac reading, as witnessed to by Irenaeus’ 
conflation, merely speaking of the “ intervention 
of a version”’ which caused the substitution of go 
for rise. 
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XIII. 


BURKITT ON THE OLD LATIN AND ITALA 
AND LUKE XXII. 43/44. 


TurN now to Prof. Burkitt’s interesting ‘ Old 
Latin and the Itala’ (Cambr. Texts and Studies, 
vol. iv. No. 3, 1896) and we find that, notwith- 
standing his acquaintance with the Syriac, he has 
failed to grasp what is offered by the Old Latin 
in this connection. 

He came to novel and doubtless quite accurate 
conclusions, as regards the texts used by the great 
St. Augustine, from his knowledge gained of the 
structure of the Old Latin. It is unfortunate that 
the origin of the said Old Latin had not become 
clear to him, as it seems to us; stranger still that 
Prof. Sanday and Mr. White, working on / and 
other Latins, should not have put their finger on 
the keys. In fact Wordsworth and White almost 
completely neglect 7,, while Prof. Sanday vaguely 
saw some connection (in forms of diciens etc.) with 
k. The fact is that 7, supplies most of the missing 
parts of £, and although much has been ex-edited, 
enough remains to confirm the Graeco-Syriac source 
of k r., as well as of a n, and the rest of the Latins. 

We must then cease to arrest our retrogression 
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in Africa in the middle of the mr? century, and 
push back with the Latin to an age much more 
remote, where we shall find Greek, Syriac and 
Latin side by side. 

Prof. Burkitt wrote (p. 4): 

“ The Latin indeed has none of the authority which 
sometimes attaches itself to the Syriac rendering of 
words and phrases originally spoken in an Aramaic 
dialect ; yet to us it is historically more important.” 

But the Latin does have this very authority, 
hence it is still more important historically, for it 
is absolutely bound up with the Graeco-Syriac, 
and in such a way that it causes the barriers of 
«‘ African’ and “‘ European” to disappear. 

To this day the critics still look to Africa as if 
there was any help from there. 

Prof. Burkitt says (p. 12): 

“* It is this note of singularity and INDEPENDENCE 
which is the chief characteristic of the *‘ African’ version, 
whether in the Gospels or elsewhere.” 

But it is not true that the “ African” version is 
independent. It is utterly linked up with the 
Syriac. This has been so little recognised that r, 
has never been dealt with or given any voice, - 
and it is only just beginning to be understood 
that ais not really ‘“‘ European”’ or ‘ Western”’; 
see Burkitt, p. 15, where, with White, he says 0 is 
more of the European type thana. Nowb=q; 
and 6g do represent a more European text than a, 
but only because of revision; the base of b ¢ is 


also Graeco-Syriac. 
202 
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Prof. Burkitt adds: ‘the only question 1s whether 
‘a’ does not. in this respect”? (having ‘ African’ 
readings !) “represent an altogether earlier stage of 
the European Latin than ¢b.” 

But this again is not understanding the Socte 
bearing of the matter. 

Certainly a represents a much earlier stage, 
much earlier than the date of St. Eusebius. But 
a did not get this from Africa! 

Eusebius and Lucifer used the a version because 
it was the oldest version they could get hold of. 
Its roots lay deep in Graeco-Syriac. And so do 
the roots of all the Latins. 

adkcome from the same source and are not 
‘European,’ ‘Western’ and ‘African. They 
merely put on local color. 

Thank goodness, Prof. Burkitt is beginning to 
draw away from these hard classifications. They 
have greatly hindered. He writes (p. 55): “As 
soon as the Latinity of the ‘ Italian’ group is studied 
without special reference to the type of Greek text 
represented by the various MSS., IT BECOMES AT 
ONCE EVIDENT THAT DR. HORT’S CLASSIFICATION 
IS UNSATISFACTORY. The first blow to it was dealt 
by Mr. White in his edition of gq...” 

Having then cut free from Dr. Hort’s false and 
hard classification, let us take a long step further, 
and dispose of the ‘African’ version or text 
altogether as an entity. 

We do this by simply proving that the chief 
documents e—k—r,-Cypr are nothing but the 
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remains of a great (Graeco-Syriac-Latin codex, 
certainly not produced or revised in Africa, where 
indeed its Latin was merely accommodated to 
local form. Indeed, in the case of ¢, it was 
produced from a Gracco-Syriac like the Curetonian, 
but that does not constitute it an ‘ Afrivan’ te.ct, 
although we allow ¢ to be an ‘ African’ version. 
But k-r, seems really to have little ‘ African’ 
except color; its base comes from G'raeco-Syriac 
‘much older than Cyprian, and in our opinion 
much older than Curetonian and Sinaitic Syriacs. 
I mean its original Latin version as well as its tezt. 
It would be tedious to go into detail here. The 
reader is referred elsewhere. | 

But when Burkitt writes (p. 52): “ The earliest 
Latin version contained a tect of the Gospels enriched 
by additions, some of which go far beyond the mere 
inventiveness of scribes, and must ultimately have been 
derived from independent historical sources,’’ he spoils 
it by adding: “Jn this respect the African text has 
most faithfully preserved the original Latin version.” 

I demur to this (1) because the so-called African 
text is not really African; (2) because this state- 
ment excludes a and d and rv and 7, and others, 
which have equally or better preserved much of 
the text; and (3) because the statement includes 
e, which (Von Soden to the contrary, notwith- 
standing) while really African, yet including a 
very old base, has been twisted and turned until 
it does not (except in verbiage) represent the text 
current in Africa in St. Cyprian’s day; and (4) 
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because there is nothing to show that many of 
the “additions”? of the Latins were a part of the 
original Latin version. 

This now brings us to the question of “* Western: 
interpolations,’ a question I would gladly put on 
one side,t for exhaustive treatment in time to 
come, but something must be said on this subject, 
for Prof. Burkitt still clings to the general Hort 
classification, while disallowing some of it. 

He includes, for instance, in the ‘‘ greater inter- 
polations,” Luke xxii. 43/44 The Bloody Sweat 
(Table p. 47), notwithstanding its great patristic 
support, including Justin, Irenaeus, Hippolytus and 
Dionysius expressly. I must quote fully from 
pp- 16/17. 

“* Before taking leave of this part of the subject, I 
** should like to draw attention to a point of very great 
“importance intimately connected with the history of 
** the Latin Versions. No feature in the textual criti- 
“cism of the Gospels is more striking, or of more vital 
“interest, than the Great Interpolations, such as Mt. 
“xvi. 2, 3 (the Signs of the Sky)” [note, the Diatess 
arab quotes it from MarTHEw], “ Mt. xx. 28 jin. 
*(* Seek from little to increase’), Le. xxii. 43, 44 
“(the Bloody Sweat), Joh. v. 3, 4 (the Descent of the 
** Angel), and the story of the Woman taken in 
“* Adultery. 

** Now the stronghold of these interpolations is the 





} We have endeavoured to confine ourselves to renderings as 
opposed to readings so far, in order not to complicate the issue. 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 375 


“Old Latin. As we trace the history of the tect of 
“the N.T. IN OTHER LANGUAGES we find thé EARLIEST 
“FORM is free from these interpolations. In Greek 
“they are absent from B and its allies; in Syriac 
“they are absent from the Sinai Palimpsest”’ (but 
present in the Curetonian and Diatessaron arab, he 
omits to say here), “a MS. with a very different text 
“in other respects from B. But they seem to form an 
“integral part of the earliest. Latin Version”? (note 
the ‘Latin Version’ as a whole). “They are 
“especially characteristic of the African teat’? (but 
we have seen that there is no African text proper, 
apart from Greek and Syriac), “a fact all the more 
“remarkable, as the best African documents often side 
“with SB in rejecting the harmonistic and other 
“ordinary additions found in most other authorities. 
“ The extant European documents often contain these 
““ Great Interpolations, but in other cases they omit 
“them, and as a rule they are supported in their choice 
“by the * Textus Receptus. The European Latin 
“* thus seems to have been the channel by which some of 
“these valuable fragments of ancient tradition have 
“found their way into the dominant Ecclesiastical 
““recensions of the fourth century.” 

Now it is hard to deal with these “ Interpola- 
tions”? as a whole.t We do not believe in the 
‘‘shorter text”? theory. Our experience is that 





+ Imagine classing St. Luke xxii. 43/44 and xxiii. 34 with 
Mark xii. 22/23, ‘to whom is the woman clean,” 
No. 11 in Burkitt’s list of “Greater Interpolations,” for which 
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there are at least six omissions to one addition in 
transmission of documents. But of course this 
rule does not apply when particular causes are at 
work to influence an addition, especially in the 
synoptics. 

We take particular exception however to the 
repeated classification of Luke xxii. 43/44 as an 
“interpolation,” seeing that Burkitt’s own list 
gives a 6 d e and the Curetonian for it. When 
abd are together with e or & they are generally 
trustworthy, and here the omission in the other 
Syriac (Sinaitic) can be explained on sufficient 
grounds. We admit that S is sometimes superior 
to cu, but cu is so often forced upon our attention 








his only attestation is k! 

k writes: ‘Si mulier mortua est et mulier sine filis cUI REMANET 
MULIER MUNDA @3) omnes enim septem illam habuerunt. in 
anastasim cuius erit.” 

He might have added c. 

c writes: “ Et mulier relicta est sine filiis @3) cul ENIM MANEBIT 
UXOR MUNDA septem enim illam habuerunt et ipsa mortua 
est. in resurrectione autem cujus erit.” 

He wight even have referred to ff, for although ff, 
does not add the “munda” clause, he expresses himself 
similarly to ce. 

Jf, writes: “In resurrectione ergo cum resurrexerint cui eorum 
manebit uxor.” 

But all of this is too childish for words when it comes to 
classing such a thing (supported by ¢ k) among the other im- 
portant passages referred to. 

It is a gloss which others refuse to have anything to do with. 
It is neglected by the Vulgates known to us, and quite passed 
over by Dimma r, and p, as well as by all other Old Latins but 
cand k. To class this slightly attested interpolation among the 

- others is mischievous. 
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we would like to give it its full weight here, 
seeing that other attestation for the verses is 
overwhelming, satisfactory and convincing, and an 
omission far more likely than an addition here, 
and that the Diatessaron also has the passage. 

That the evidence is not unfaltering as well, 
makes for rather than against the reading. 

How anyone professing to be connected with 
the Holy Catholic Church can put aside Justin 
Martyr, Irenaeus and Hippolytus and follow the 
questionings of a few scribes on this subject is 
entirely beyond my comprehension. ‘This “hard” 
reading was the subject of the great Dionysius’ 
remarks. Hence the Alexandrian school obelised 
the verses. Against the omission by the Sinaitic 
Syriac and N*, we set the Curetonian and %*. 
That S* excised the verses will account for the 
omission in the Sinaitic Syriac. Tischendorf 
includes the verses in his text and has a good and 
long note on the evidence. The Greek MS. B 
here took a side which has caused the modern 
school to class these verses as an interpolation. 
See Tischendorf, and Burgon (Rev. Revised, pp. 
79-82) for evidence in full. The point I wish to 
make, however, is that the Latin manuscripts’ 
testimony pro is not to be classed as “ Latin,” 
but goes back to and agrees with Justin and 
Irenaeus in the form of a Graeco-Syriac-Latin 
exemplar of the earliest. Diatessaron (both Latin 
and Arabic) has the verses. 

Of a different character is the addition in Joh. 
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iii. 6 For God is a spirit, yet we would point out 
that both Old Syriacs add it with the syriacising 
Latins a ¢ ff, (Tertullian). This connects them, 
apart from anything else, and nullifies a ‘ Western ’ 
addition. 

On the other hand, the addition at Matt. xx. 
16 Many are called but few chosen, has much greater 
support, and the Greek mass are supported by the 
two Old Syriacs, without counting the Latin. 

The same occurs in Burkitt’s list B of ‘smaller 
interpolations,’ where both Old Syriacs support in 
Tuke xx. 34, xxii. 68, Joh. ili. 8, pointing to 
concurrent origin of Syriac and Latin. 

I protest with equal vehemence against the 
inclusion in such a list of ‘ Interpolations”’ of 
one of the precious seven Sayings from the Cross. 
Such treatment is inexcusable, especially after 
Burkitt has disallowed Hort’s classification. 

At this place, Luke xxiii. 34 “* And Jesus said: 
Father forgive them, for they know not what they do,” 
Hort in his Notes on Select Readings, p. 67, brands 
this precious verse as “‘ Text Western and Syrian 
(Gr. Lat. Syr. [Eg.] Aeth. Arm.); incl. 8* ° AC 
D** L.Q Xf edren.” ete. 

Seeing that abd of the Latins omit—who are 
considered to represent the ‘‘West”’ in other 
directions—the classification ‘‘ Western” for the 
clause only shows the utter looseness of the 
methods in vogue in these ‘ Notes,’ and the im- 








{ In reality twenty uncials witness for it. 
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possibility of following a nomenclature partly 
geographical and partly arbitrary. Indeed the 
statement of evidence here adduced seems to us 
a terrible jumble, quite different from Tischen- 
dorf’s clear note on the subject. 

See p. 381 for the explanation which we offer 
for the omission by a 6 d, which is quite unex- 
pected. At first sight Dr. Hort’s remarks seem 
to the point: “ Its omission, on the hypothesis of its 
** genuineness, cannot be explained in any reasonable 
“manner, Wilful exclusion, on account of the love 
“and forgiveness shown to the Lord’s own murderers, 
**7s absolutely incredible; no various reading in the 
** New Testament gives evidence of having arisen from 
“any such cause.” 

The Greek witnesses for omission are BN*D 
and two cursives—no more. D=d; leaving 
out 8* for the moment, we are left with B alone, 
a MS. which, when it omits, does so very 
deliberately. &*, who is here made much of, and 
who marked with deletion signs the words written 
by &, is often neglected by critics in favor of 8. 
Why then give %* particular weight at this 
serious place? The same applies to Cyril. 

We presume a } d omitted simply because their 
copies did, why we do not know, but we can 
guess that obeli of some sort were set against the 
place [unless due to lectionaries (Burgon)]. 

The origin of this is worth investigating. 

In copying a document, a considerable portion 
is always dropped by the scribe from incuria, 
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homoioteleuton or error oculi. Suppose in an early 
copy the words were dropped by accident by a 
careless scribe, the next intelligent reader would 
restore them in the margin (see the Codex Sinai- 
ticus for this in many places). The next ignorant 
scribe incorporates the marginal reading into his 
text, but marks it with odeli or doubtful signs, 
and the deed is done for which posterity has to 
pay, ascribing to intelligent criticism what is doubt- 
less due to ignorant scribal infirmity. 

This, I think, is what has misled Dr. Hort 
here. 

With the best will in the world, I do not believe 
that I could recopy the Codex Sinaiticus (8*") 
without taking into account some of the changes 
of the numerous annotators. I might try to 
reproduce the original text and yet I feel sure 
that I would fail, for very many reasons too long 
to set down here.+ 





t+ Mrs. Lewis, speaking of transpositions, p. vii of her latest 
work on the ‘Old Syriac Gospels,’ says, appositely enough : 
“. . . The cause of their occurrence is, to those who are accus- 
tomed to handle ancient MSS., extremely simple. It is only 
that a copyist, having overlooked a phrase, on perceiving his 
error, wrote it on the margin, with a small asterisk or other sign 
near it, and another small sign in the text, to show where it 
ought to be; and that the neat copyist of his works did not under- 
stand the asterisks and so inserted the phrase in the text in the 
wrong place. In the case of ancient Greek MSS. of the Bible, 
which were written in three or four columns, like the Vaticanus 
and the Sinaiticus, the margin was simply the space between 
the columns. . .” 
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At any rate, against a we can set Eusebius him- 
self (not to speak of Hegesippus), and Jerome a 
dozen times, who was perfectly acquainted with 
the a text. Against bwe set Jrenaeus, and against 
d many other Fathers. 

After all said and done, we can probably 
attribute the omission in a few copies of grave 
and important or beautiful passages to a very 
simp!e cause. The explanation seems to lie in 
the direction already indicated :— 

Obeli, used in some ancient copy, simply the 
marks of some devout reader and student—[and 
these abound in certain MSS. which have been 
handled by such devoutly-minded persons]—were 
mistaken for similar obeli or marks of textual critics 
by the next scribe who copied the text. And so, 
in all probability, what was intended for future 
students as a mark of deep and wondering 
approval and appreciation of the passage of 
scripture by an old saint, had already been 
mistaken long centuries ago as marks for deletion 
or marks of suspicion, and copies passed into 
circulation thus mutilated or marred. 

Such a devout person as the one referred to 
would have been horrified indeed could he have 
known that in the x1x" century we should still 
be misled by a few careless or ignorant scribes of 
the Iv™ against the mass of witnesses. 

I can only humbly submit that Divine Provi- 
dence knew that it was necessary to stimulate 
our torpid minds to fuller documentary research 
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by such startling omissions from the sacred 
narrative as we are dealing with, and so allowed 
this for our eventual profit in the more thorough 
investigation of the title-deeds to our inherit- 
ance. 

But, to set ourselves up to oppose the other 
twenty uncials, and a thousand cursives, the Ver- 
sions and Irenaeus, the Diatessaron, Origen, the 
Apostolic Constitutions, Hippolytus, the Clementine 
Homilies and the body of Fathers following, seems 
folly—utter folly. It is making of textual criticism 
a farce, and a by-word. 

Dr. Hort says: ** Hew verses of the Gospels bear 
in themselves a surer witness to the truth of what they 
record than this first of the Words from the Cross: 
but it need not therefore have belonged originally to the 
book in which it is now included. We cannot doubt 
that it comes from an extraneous source. Nevertheless, 
like xxii. 43 f, Matt. xvi. 2 f, it has exceptional 
claims to be permanently retained, with the necessary 
safeguards, in its accustomed place.” 

What we have quoted opens fairly enough, and 
then follows the sting, beginning ‘‘ but it need not 
therefore have belonged. . .” 

Of what use is the testimony of the Church 
then, or the testimony of her written witnesses ? 
Was Irenaeus a child? Did the Syriac get it from 
extraneous sources ? 

We are to be allowed to retain it, but with 
“the necessary safeguards.” Pray what an 
expression! What safeguards? Alas, Dr. Hort 
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builded beyond his dreams, when the “ safe- 
guards” result, after thirty years, in Professor 
Burkitt still classing the First Word from the 
Cross as among “the Greater Interpolations’”’ 
alongside of others which have no support compared 
to this. 

Dr. Hort says “ the documentary distribution (of 
the evidence) suggests that tert was a Western inter- 
polation, of limited range in early times (being absent 
from Dab, though read by e syr vt Iren Hom Cl 
Eus Can), adopted in eclectic texts, and then naturally 
received into general currency.” 

How on earth to make this a ‘ Western’ inter- 
polation, when the chief Western witnesses omit, 
is impossible to understand. The rest is the 
usual assumption; and 8*BD a 6 d are here to 
outweigh everything else. And it isn’t Doctor 
Hort contra LEcclesiam, it is Burkitt, Sanday, 
Oxford, Cambridge, all our Theological seminaries 
which use the Westcott-Hort text, and the plea 
is founded on evidence numerically small and 
geographically at variance with itself, while for 
the “Interpolation” the mighty voice of the 
Church, geographically entire, sounds in unerring 
manner, in unbroken continuity from Irenaeus 
onwards. 

Among Burgon’s forty Fathers for the place, 
we miss Amphilochius (Hpise Icon 370 A.D.) who 
cites the place, following quotations from Isaiah, 
Zachariah and the Psalms, which please add 
to the list, and doubtless many others (we 
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have not reviewed the evidence); as also the 
Diatessaron. 

Horner’s Coptic MSS. are about equally divided, 
and the Gothic is unfortunately wanting. 

The special point I would wish to make, how- 
ever, is this (since we must return to first 
principles before reason will return to us) :— You 
cannot follow abd per se, nor any single Latin or 
Greek manuscript, unless you consider, simultaneously 
in any passage under discussion, the testimony of the 
Fathers who habitually used these texts. The trouble 
is we have not studied this, nor tabulated the 
material ready to hand. 

Thus Eusebius and Lucifer and Jerome were 
perfectly familiar with a; just as much as Cyprian 
with e or k, and others with } or d. When there- 
fore a or 0 or d or ¢ or k, or a combination of any 
of them, give us a curious reading or rendering, 
omit, or add, we should, before accepting this 
witness, turn to the Father or Fathers who 
habitually used or knew these texts, and see what 
they have to say about it. 

For instance, when Gigas and Lucifer dis- 
agree in the Acts, it discounts enormously the 
testimony, which when they are together, 
stands absolutely confirmed for the manuscript 
Giyas. 

Similarly when — as we have shown that 
St. Jerome knew well the a text —he cites a 
passage like the above twelve times, and a omits, 
it certainly causes us to look askance at our a of 
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to-day, unless it has other universal backing in 
that place.t+ 

Similarly Jrenaeus and Sani hsbootit and others, 
who quote the verse, show a perfect acquaintance 
with the } text; and many others who quote, with 
the Dd text; similarly others with the 8* and B 
texts. This then is the proper answer to the 
evidence adduced of 8? B D Greek, and abd Latin. 
Fathers, who knew these texts (before they 
were recopied as in our hands to-day) and used 
them freely, yet found IN THEIR COPIES of 
these texts the precious saying. Need we say 
more ? 

(There seems to me just a possibility that the 
clause was dropped in an early Syriac MS. from 
apparent homoioteleuton. ) 

In the same way the / q texts check each other. 
There are many valuable instances of this. 

For instance, the important verse John v. 4 is 
omitted by the Latin ¢g and df /, but not by the 





+ For a often ‘gives away’ some of its futile changes. 
See St. John iii. 4 + homo (post potest sec.) by ff, lq and 
Greek 131 
but a = + homo uT Nos 
which shows how completely this is a forced addition. 

On the other hand, it is very pretty to open the double pages 
of a b in Bianchini’s edition and see the Syriac stare you in the 
face in a. See John xi. 28: 

a b 

Magister venit et vocat te | Magister adest et vocat te. 
The other side of the picture is seen at John xi. 39: 

quadriduanus est enim quadriduum enim habet. 


aD 
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others, nor by b, the sister of g. This then is not 
the true base of 6, exhibited here by 4. 

We find the true base, however, at John xvi. 3, 
— vobis bg ¢/l, a small minority of Old Latins (with 
the great majority of Greeks, Cyprian, and Lucifer, 
and syr pesh and gothic) where } g remain together, 
against the majority of the Old Latins and 8 D L 
1 69 etc.; syrS omits the verse, but not so the 
Diatessaron, which agrees with peshitto and bq el in 
suppressing the volis. 

Although the coptic with syr hier has vobis, 
with SDL 1 69 etc., Tischendorf abandons them 
here, as do Westcott and Hort. 

[We pause to say that the omission of the 
verse in syr S (cu not extant) shows that the 
variation is probably a very ancient and deep- 
seated one. | 

We should not have recurred to this matter, 
except to point out what we have just said about 
the Fathers, but that we find Professor Chase 
reconsidering the position. He begins and ends 
timidly enough, but he has his doubts. He opens 
thus: “ Great as is the hesitation which anyone must 
** feel in traversing an opinion of Dr. Hort, 1 am 
‘constrained to express my doubt as to the 
**soundness of his position in regard to what 
“he terms ‘Western non-interpolations,’ Matt. 
“xxvii. 49, Luc. xxii. 19, xxivedr6) 2. soe 
Be edie isn, meen ? 

He ends thus: 

“The displacement of the prayer in Tatian 
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*‘would naturally lead in Western texts to its 
“omission in. Luke xxiii. 34. Zhe one difficulty in 
“the way of regarding this as a sufficient explanation 
“of the omission in the authorities mentioned above lies 
“in the fact that it implies that Codex B is guilty of 
*“ having been influenced by Tatian.” 

But what of it? (Although it does not neces- 
sarily follow.) Codex B is guilty of deliberate 
editing in places. Whether the scribe followed 
questionings of his predecessor or not we do not 
know, although in the case of the end of St. Mark 
it looks as if he had; wiz. that he found the longer 
ending marked suspect (although present) and 
omitted it; be that as it may, B edited here and 
there, most deliberately. It does not so much 
matter what he does in various places, if we can 
once get this into our heads. B exedited, and 
the Church refused to follow (B as far as we know 
has never been recopied). Why then should we 
accept Dr. Hort and B contra mundum? I do not 
see why we should be so timid about it. When 
Dr. Hort revised, and the Revisers revised, they 
were but imperfectly acquainted with some of 
the intricacies of the cases they adjudicated 
finally. The evidence was not all in; it is not all 
in yet. But meanwhile, I ask again, why should 
we set ourselves up as discerners of the truth 
against the voice of the Church? And why 
follow B and Dr. Hort here (even supported by 
8* D (= d) ab, when his whole classification is now 
admitted to be wrong? Remember that Dr. Hort 

2D 2 
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outdid B and has caused the Revisers to imvent 
Scripture, as at Apoc. xv. 6: “arrayed with precious 
stone.” We have added the results of our Apoc. 
collations and will review the evidence. 

How utterly specious and unconvincing is the 
note of Westcott-Hort on xv. 6 \WHov, hivov (p. 139, 
vol. ii.). They support di#ov (which makes ridi- 
culous sense) on the ground that ‘‘Aivov, as dis- 
“tinguished from Aivovy (used in the LXX)” 
[Aivouy is read by B 14 18 67 92 97], “never de- 
“notes a fabric or garment made of flax, except 
“according to Etym. Magn, and possibly in Aesch. 
“Suppl. 121; but always flax, whether in its 
“rough state or spun into cord, or a net or a sail. 
“In the Apoc. Awov does not occur elsewhere, 
‘‘while fine linen is five times mentioned under 
“the definite name Biaccowor.” We reply that 
htOos is nowhere used in the Apoc. without its 
attribute of tios “ precious,’ or a similar ex- 
pression. It is certain that if \@ov were the true 
reading at xv. 6, it would have an attribute of 
that kind. It follows of necessity by comparison 
with golden girdles. The \t@ov would have been 
characterized as tijtov or tywwtarov. Replying 
further, we say that Bvcowos is either used with 
moppupos, or with the same expression as here, 
where one garment is intended, kafapdv Naprpovr. | 
xaapos can hardly be an attribute of A(Oos (zi10s). 
hiMov apmpov is possible, but not diHov KaBapov 
hapmpov. As usual, every argument of W-H. is 
specious and forced, to agree with a reading a/ter 
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it has been decided upon by W-H., who set 
themselves up to correct the Church’s decisions 
from 400-1800, and from 50—400. 

The evidence is given wrongly by W-H.: “A.C. 
some MSS. known to Andr. 38 marg. 48 50 90 
lat. vg. codd. opt. (lapide).”’ 

‘Now A. C. 38 marg. 48 is right, but 50 and 90 
are absolutely wrong. Both these codices read 
Awov. As regards 48 its evidence is nullified by 
its sister MSS. 4 20 64 and 74 which go against it. 
“lat,” i.e. some Latin, is right, represented by am. 
fu. demid, tol. Haymo (gigas however reads linthea- 
men). The Vulgate isfor \wor, both the Clementine 
canonical text of 1592 and Pagninus Latin edn. 
of 1528 reading lino mundo et candido. And as a 
set-off against some of the Vulgate codices we 
have Primasius expressly: “linea munda et can- 
dida,” also linteamina in the Fleury MS. [Tre- 
gelles adds to the muddle by quoting Primasius 
for \iOov.]} Add for Awov P. syr., arm. Andr. 
Areth.; (and Bf with 14 18679297 wou), Add 
also 8 xafapovs dwovs haprpovs With copt., and we 
have a sufficient array of solid witness from the 
Church (add Anonym? lino mundo). Tischendorf 
is more happy in retaining dior in his text, though 
he too misquotes 90 for \.ov by a strange mistake. 
I have recently examined the sister of 90, viz., 
Apoc. 51, and it too reads dwor plainly. It was 
inexcusable for W-H. to misquote 50 90, for 





+ B of course of Apoe. is not the same as B of the Gospels. 
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Matthei long ago was explicit as to their testimony. 
Tischendorf apparently merely made a slip, as he 
does not quote 50, yet Matthzi deals with them 
together, saying ‘‘ sic (referring to 48), sed ivoy pro 
hidov p. r.”” (= 50, 90). 

Now observe what a difficulty the Revisers got 
into and how they had to try and struggle out of 
it. They could not say “arrayed with stone,” 
so they invented and interpolated the word precious, 
and give us—quite gratuitously—“‘ arrayed with 
precious stone.”’ Yet no MS. reads ‘precious’ here. 
\iMov is an error, old if you will, but a simple 
error. Convocation’s orders were to remove plain 
and clear errors. Behold, once more, a real ‘ plain 
and clear error’ revived. It is disheartening. 

Be it understood that I have not chosen this 
passage for any trial of strength (as Burgon would 
say)—it would not be worth while, no doctrine 
being involved—but by the merest accident, and 
it is also purely accidental that I find Westcott- 
Hort and Tisch. misquoting documents which 
have been before us for 100 years. I cannot 
emphasize enough the value of this cursive 
testimony in such places as xv. 6, for after all, 
when A C oppose 8 B P, and the Vulgate codices 
are at variance among themselves, we consult 
other Versions and Fathers, and when we find 
these with the O.L. supporting 8 B P and Vulgate 
against A C and Latin, we have a fairly strong 
case. But when Westcott-Hort waive these 
aside, we must bring in the cursives as final 
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arbiters, and when we find them all on the side 
of Awov but one and the margin of another, this 
surely is absolutely final.t Certainly final as to 
the verdict of the Church, Greek and Roman, and 
Anglican for the matter of that, until 1881, that 
unfortunate year from which dates our over- 
zealous revision. For fear of underestimating 
one piece of evidence we admit that Andreas in 
com. says “\iwov 7% Aidov Kabapdv, Kaba Twa TOV avTt- 
ypapev €yovor,” but in all the Andreas tezts divov . 
stands, showing his verdict. wa is also suspicious. 
And Tisch. quotes Andr™", showing the way he 
assessed that evidence. We forbear to emphasize 
the fact that 38 is a peculiar MS., but the curious — 
must be referred later to the Introduction of my 
Apoc., where they will find its record, with one 
hundred and twenty-nine peculiarities, including 
such things as ¢dwvovays for A\eyovoys, wvnpmovevwor, 
ev Ovateipwv, woes for eas, aradewpw for efareupa, 
mavo.ov for texvov, etc. Also the only one of three 
careless MSS. to write peyas for pedas in vi. 5. 
Many changes are ungrammatical, and we find a 
tendency to omit the article, almost amounting 
to deliberateness. This is a latinism, and therefore 
we can easily see the connection between this MS. 
and some Latins, as at xv. 6. 

Of 48 we will also say nothing further here, 
except that it has a few very singular readings, 





+ Our 75 new witnesses, covering every possible line of trans- 


mission, all read Awvov. 
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e.g. the plain omission of tov prim. in i. 4 with 
only 4 and 21; cwéfyva at vi. 17, and several 
other peculiar agreements with 38, ¢.g., xviii. 2, 8. 
And we will not refer to the other peculiarities 
of A and C, further than to remind you that A 
has such solecisms elsewhere, as in the very first 
verse of the first chapter tov dovdov (for tw dovhw), 
and many others unique to this day, such read- 
ings as (a few examples out of many) :— 
i. 10 wit. + eyo 
omabev (for omicw) 
13. opowwpa (for oporov) 
TOOnpHv 
16. aorepes 
17. mparoroxkos (for zperos) (also at il. 8) 
li. 14. Baorre (for Badrew) ! 
18. — exkdAnowas 
22. dudakynv (for kdwyyv) ! 
iv. 1. ooa (for a) 
v. Ll. — Kat exticOnoav 
v. 6. ameotadpevot 
and that huge blunder at v. 9. — nas; 
v. 10. — tw dew nuov 
vi. 8. 0 d@avaros (for o Bavaros) ! 
[We forbear to proceed]. 
And that AC together have many peculiarities, 
such as :— 
eupeow 1, 13, ii. 1 
Tetupaperns i. 15 
—evars ii. 13 
dd iii. G, ate... ete, 
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A certain peculiar relationship between A and 
38 is also shown, ¢.g. iii. 10 init. A = Kau (for ort) 
and 38 + xa. before or alone of all MSS. 

Surely we ought not to be asked ever to follow 
A alone (as we have been at v. 9, more is the pity), 
nor AC alone, nor CA 38 marg. 48, or any other 
two cursives alone! 

Consult further Apoc. viii. 1 jyidpiov. Lach- 
mann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Westcott and Hort 
and Alford edit yumpov from A C. Why Tisch. 
should desert 8 here I cannot see. He quotes 91 
in support. This is a mistake. 91 reads yyiwpror. 
Wordsworth, Scholz, Bengel, Matthzi, Griesbach 
(all as good scholars as the above) edit ynyipior ; 
Mill, that tower of strength in bis day, was also 
too good a scholar to write yuwpov in his text, 
although he correctly gives “ Alex.” at foot for 
yuropov. Hear Bloomfield ad loc.: “I know of no 
proof that the word nyiwpov (which would be 
formed contrary to analogy) ever eaisted, while 
yprapvov is found in good writers of the later 
Greek. I doubt not that the reading tpiwpov 
arose from an error on the part of the scribes ; 
and indeed the Alex. MS. is in other respects 
here faulty. The word is an adverbial ex- 
pression formed on the subst. yurdprov used as 
an accus. of time, of which examples present 
themselves in Strabo and Pollux, in like manner 
as oypepov, avpiov, etc. And, though it be rare, 
the adverbial use of yp. is found in Procop. 
Fist. p. 623, dvOpar@ ovd€ jyrdpiov Svvatov ext 
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evtavla eee where I suspect sik wrote 
ovd ws NM. 

I would go further than this and say that 
nproprov, a half hour, conveys the idea of a fraction 
of a whole, as was intended by the diminutive 
termination. Compare, from same termination, 
opatpa, nutodaipiov (nut odatpa) hemisphere 
(Alex. Incert. I. '7); and from Hones a a co (nye 
potpa) half a degree (AaB E) 509 nese “la -LOV 
(jc pva) half a mina; @pios wpiov (Hes. Pind. 
Anthol.), poetic form of patos seasonable, etc. 
These are the only forms I know of derived from 
the same termination -a as wpa. But forms 
derived from other terminations abound, and 
practically all take the diminutive form, as of 
necessity they should. Fg. jyiddprov (jus papos 
half a robe); yurotiyiov (jue orixos half a verse) ; 
1 peLTOVLOV (pe TOVOS a half tone) ; 1 pecKy prov (jyue 
kdyjpos half an inheritance) ; yyrdvdprov (ju av7yp) 5 
Hptortos nuvodia nucortov (yur odros) Plat. Hdt. Xen. 
—this is very significant, half of the whole; yu- 
aptiov (nut aptos half a loaf); yuurdivOov, jyrtdBrov 
(fipp.), jweroprov (Diose.), jpryowixvov (no matter 
what the termination, here -vé, nur yotré) Hipp. ; 
HptKao.oy, HutKOpov, nutkdKiov (again the same 
definite idea ue Kukdos), yurtéoriov Diosc., jpiKo- 
TUOV, HULKOT LOY, Hy.LTdd.ov (jut Tovs) Theophr. ; Hye- 
TaKLOV, NLTNXVaAlos -aLa -avov (HL mHXvs), and so 
on. Take the analagous jpépa. We find npeproros 
Hipp. Aesch. Hdt. Isocr.; tywepta Soph. 3 Apépwos 
Eur. npepovixtvov, nuepoddyiov. Enough said. 
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Now in our collations we have been very care- 
ful to watch this word, and we only find 41-42, 
44-52-82, 53 97 agreeing with C for jpwopor. 
(Remember A has euyutwpov.) This testimony adds 
no matter of weight to the unwise choice of 
Tisch., W.-Hort and Alford. [Non 91, male Tisch.] 

We have used the foregoing example, and have 
illustrated it as profusely as space will allow, in 
order to show in how senseless a way Tischendorf 
and Westcott-Hort clung to “type” as a fetish, 
though opposed to good scholarship and common 
sense and the consentient voice of the documents, 
which as a whole is paramount. 

Take another passage where the same kind of 
thing occurs conversely and quite unnecessarily. 
At xviii. 2 Sapovior is read by 8 AB and 95 alone. 
Against them are all other MSS., and we know 
whereof we speak, for we have watched carefully 
the cursives for this change. Yet Tisch. and 
Westcott-Hort edit Saipoviwy instead of daipdrvear. 

This is a digression to show the tendency out- 
side of the Gospels. In the Apoc. the real B is 
not extant; but the MS. called B there has also 
been the cause of a good deal of unnecessary 
trouble. 

We introduce these two little examples here :— 

Ist, to hint to Professor Chase that Dr. Hort’s 
now stereotyped dicta are not to be regarded as 
seriously as some people suppose ; 

2nd, to indicate that our quest of supporting 
witnesses among the mass of Greek documents, 
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unexamined in his time, has yielded nothing but 
condemnation for such readings. 

These are little things, but they tell the story 
of undue subservience to certain ‘ blind guides.’ 

And I must be excused for introducing them 
here. The examples are from ground with which 
I am thoroughly familiar from repeated beating 
over it. 

To return to the real B of the Gospels. 

In the first place we do not believe that the 
scribe of B was a Christian. He seems to have 
been more or less a Western Unitarian. The 
scribes of 8 and B were men of entirely different 
character. That of 8 was a critic, and interested 
(too interested) in his work. He of B was quite 
uninterested in his work, and gives evidence of 
being a professional penman too ready to follow 
marks here and there indicating omissions or 
changes without consulting better authorities. 
It is important to distinguish B as a tert, how- 
ever, and the B which the scribe of it has left us. 

Dr. Hort has a number of sections, pp. 223/245, 
dealing with the excellence of B, in which he 
sums up the studies of a lifetime in eulogy upon 
eulogy as regards this “neutral”? text. The 
climax is reached on p. 237, $315, where he says: 

“The chief feature of the few remaining indi- 
vidualisms of B, as far as they can be recognised 
with fair certainty as such, is their simple and 
inartificial character... . The final impression 
produced by a review of all the trustworthy 
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signs is of a patient and rather dull or mechanical 
type of transcription, subject now and then to 
the ordinary lapses which come from flagging 
watchfulness, but happily guiltless of ingenuity or 
other untimely activity of the brain, and indeed 
unaffected by mental influences except of the most 
limited and unconscious kind.” 

“The simple and inartificial,”’ “guiltless of 
ingenuity’ and ‘‘unconscious”’ kind of change 
made by B is to be seen in Luke ii. 9, where he 
dislikes the Semitic cai éfoByOnoav ddBov péyav 
and writes instead deliberately —alone among 
MSS.— Kat epoBnfncay o fodpa. 

Is this ‘‘ unconscious and simple’? ? Rather is it 
as bold a touch as any we may meet with among 
the scribes of old time; the more so as it falls. 
out of a clear sky, is not repeated, and can only 
be explained on the hypothesis that this educated 
Western Latin scholar objected strongly to the 
phrase he happened to notice here particularly. 
Similarly, but a long way further on, at Luke 
xxii. 16, B elides oveers in the phrase ori ovxere 
ov pn hayw €€ avtov ews orov mANPOOy .. . 

And again, at Luke xxii. 34 B elides py in the 
phrase OU [LY povycer ON PEPov aheKTwp. 

All, observe, of the same character. This is 
the scribe of B, not the B text itself, for B’s 
underlying text is Graeco-Syriac. 

Again Luke ii. 3 eis ryv éavtov tohw BDL, for 
els Tnv idvay tok may be of the same character. 

The scribe makes a regular practice of eliding 
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the article before ’Incovs. He does this only 
occasionally before other proper names; and to 
some extent it might be passed as a latinism (as 
onpeov, —To Luke ii. 12), but we find him adding 
it to Herod (Luke xxiii. 7), to Jonah (Luke xi. 30), 
and actually to Beelzebub (Luke xi. 15), while 
withholding it from *Incovs. 

Deliberateness cannot be absent here, for at 
Luke vii. 39 B adds the article in a very peculiar 
place. The pharisee said ‘‘ This man if he were a 
prophet,” but B adds to the sarcasm by saying: 
ovTos el HY 6 mpodyTns, ‘This man if he were the 
prophet would have known what manner of 
woman,’ etc. 

The slur is not confined to ’Incovs for 6 "Iycous 
either, but extends to other expressions also, as 
at Luke iv. 22, ode vios éotw “Iwond ovros (for 6 
vios), ‘a son of Joseph,’ not the notable son of 
Joseph. 

Notice Matt. iii. 16 wvevpa Oeov for ro mvevpa 
Tov Meouv, 

And furthermore, at Luke vi. 5 the MS. cannot 
resist weakening the declaration: 671 kup.os éorw 
6 vios Tov avOpwiou kat Tov caBBarov, by turning 
it: Kupios €otw tov caBBatov 6 vios Tov avOpwrrov 
(— xa). But this is a reflection of St. Matt. xii. 8. 

Note that B has no particular objection to the 
appellation, made so peculiarly his own by our 
Lord himself, of 6 vios tov dvOpwrov, for, contrary 
to our expectation, he preserves the article every- 
where or almost everywhere. This is rather in 
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line with what we might, however, on second 
thoughts, expect. The title, to him, appeared 
very much of the earth, earthy. So he lets the 
article stand, which in the case of this scribe is to 
emphasize it, in line with his Arianism. 

Look at the treatment accorded thereagainst 
in Luke iv. 9 to 

el 6 vLos ei Tov Geov, 
which becomes with B «i vios ei tov Oeov. 

I think B was perfectly well aware of what he 
was doing, for at John ix. 35 he (with 8 D) sub- 
stitutes tov viov Tov avOpwrrov for Tov viov tov @cov 
in the well-known passage, ‘“‘and when he had 
found him” [the blind man who, goaded by his 
questioning and casuistic tormentors, had borne 
such wonderful testimony (ix. 30-33)] ‘he said 
unto him, dost thou believe on the Son of God?” 

I say that B 8 and D substitute the Son of man 
here deliberately and of malice prepense. It is 
true that the Syriac 8, since discovered, supports 
them, but this only emphasizes the wilful change 
(here), for the other Syriacs and the Diatessaron 
contradict this, nor does the usual Greek adherent 
L countenance the change. The substitution is 
in bad taste, for our Lord fitted the words of his 
question to the man’s marvellous testimony. 

Goaded, as we have said, by the Jews (not 
only by the Pharisees, ix. 13, 15, 16, but by the 
different sections of the Jews, ix. 16, 18, 20), the 
man had answered and said to them (ix. 30-33) : 

«‘Why herein is a marvellous thing, that ye 
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know not from whence he is, and yet he hath 
opened mine eyes. Now we know that God 
heareth not sinners, but if any man be a wor- 
shipper of God, and doeth his will, him he heareth. 
Since the world began was it not heard that any 
man opened the eyes of one that was born blind. 
If this man were not of God he could do nothing.”’ 
Therefore ‘‘the son of man” is out of place 
here, and our Lord admirably fits his language to 
the glorious testimony of this child of faith, by 
asking: ‘ Dost thou believe on the Son of God ?’ 
Even at Luke iv. 9, as we have seen, the article 
is elided by B in the phrase ‘If thou be the son 
of God.’ 
The Lord’s prayer, Luke xi., also shows bad 
mutilation by dropping of three important clauses. 
Does the omission at Luke vi. 1 of devrepotparw 
show ingenuousness ? 


The Shorter Text. 


If B gives us a pure neutral “shorter text,” 
how is it that Westcott and Hort do not follow so 
many of his omissions ? 

In one Gospel (Luke) we notice, among others : 

xi. 42. — rov @eov at end. A most important 

omission. W-H. do not follow. 


xvii. 19. — 9 motis cov ceowke oe. Equally im- 
portant omission, not followed by 
W-H. 
vi. 26. — ov matepes avTwr. 


vill. 6. emu werpav for em THY TeTpar. 
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vili. 16. — wa ou evomopevopevor BreTwar To hus. 
Vill. 25. — kat vraxovovow avtw. 
x. 1. — avtovs. 
' xX. 38. — ews Tov orKov auTns. 
xv. 10. — rey (ante ayyedor). 
Further : 


li, 22. — rov* (ante Kxafapicpov). An absurd 

deletion of the article. 

Nor do W-H. follow aavrav for tod "Incoo. 
Surely this is a deliberate enough change. They 
let down the sick man before them all instead of 
before Jesus. 

Thereagainst they follow in the following 


omissions: 
Luke 


i. 28. — evoynnern ov ev yuvaréw. 


vili. 43. — es vatpovs mpocavakwoaca odov Tov 
Buov (not by other editors). 
vill. 45. — ka Aeyeus Tis O aypapevos pov. 
— NMwv o EV ToLS OVpava.s. 
xi. 2.( — yevryOntw To Oehnpa cov ws ev ovpava 
KaL ETL TNS YNS. 
xi. 4, — adda pvcas nas aro Tov Tovnpov. 
xi. 11. — aprov, pn Aov emdwoe avTw; ev Kat 
(habent mq). 
xi. 54. — kau Cyrovrtes. 
ibid. — wa katnyopnawaw avrov. 


xiii. 19. — peya. 

xiv. 17. — wavta. 

xvi. 21. — Wuyuwr tov. 

xvii. 24. — ev Ty nNMEpa avTov. 
Xvili. 24. — aepidvmov yevopevor. 
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Luke 
xx. 23. — Tu pe weipacere, 
xxii. 16. — ovxe7t. 


xxii. 34. — py. 
xxii. 43/44. om. B; In double square brackets 


W-H. 

xxlil. 25. — avrous. 

xxiii. 34. — 0 de Incous eheye watTep ades avtous k.T.d. 
(in double brackets). 

xxiv. 32. — & nuw. 

xxiv. 42. — kat amo wedicouov Kyptov. 


How did they make their choice ? 

Further, note 

iv. 4. — ad em wavte pnuate Ocov. 

We might call attention here to the fact that 
if there is an Ur-Marcus it must play an impor- 
tant part in condemning some of B’s omissions. 
For St. Mark’s accounts of various matters are 
more ample than the same accounts as rendered in 
St. Matthew’s and St. Luke’s Gospels. We have 
not space to follow B into St. Mark at this time. 

We might say also, in passing, as regards our 
Lord’s prayer, “‘ Father, forgive them,” in Luke 
xxiii. 34, that Titus of Bostra witnesses to the 
words (twice), while previously in his commentary 
on St. Luke he had been with 8 B(L) 1 copt [no 
Latins] sy” Mier, but not the peshitto or Diatessaron 
confirmed by Ephraem (syr cu S wanting), for the 
omission of evAoynuevn ov ev yuvarcéw. 

Also that B exhibits great carelessness here- 
abouts, for in the next verse (xxiii. 35) he has 


vios for ovTos. 
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We say nothing of the tasteless Sia ro Kaos 
oixodouna Oar at Luke vi. 48. 

But surely it cannot be said that the ingenu- 
ousness of B extends to the suppression of 
passages relating to everlasting judgment, Mark 
iii, 29. (Here there is some support, and this 
may be real B text and not B scribe.) 

There is a scepticism about some of the 
omissions worthy of latter-day Christianity, as 
at Mark iii. 15, vi. 11, x. 24, xi. 26; Luke i. 28, 
iv. 4, xi. 2/4, xvii. 19; John vi. 47, viii. 59; all of 
which please consult for an interesting view of 
the subject. 

Finally, we are willing to make a test-case for 
a trial of strength concerning the omission of the 
last cry at Mark xv. 39, which 8 BL offer us as 
the ‘true text,’ in bad taste, we consider, as well 
as in ignorance. It is an exhibition of feeble 
scholarship, showing the usual superficial attitude 
towards that marvellously graphic touch of the 
most natural cry before the rupture of the 
Saviour’s heart,t a phenomenon nearly always 
attending rupture of the heart, whether owing to 
sudden but excessive joy, or to excessive mental 
anguish. 

The subject is so sacred, we hesitate to speak 
of it in connection with textual matters. And 








+ The great monograph of a well-known physician of standing, 
Dr. Stroud, on this subject is too little known and appreciated 
(On the physical cause of the death of Christ ; London, 1871). 

2E 2 
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yet, when we consider that the favourite codices 
8 B L are here to be arraigned for wilful suppres- 
sion, it seems proper to state carefully why our 
case is so strong and theirs so weak. For we 
have all Scripture back of us here. 

The point to be noted first is that these MSS. 
could not suppress the fact that our Lord cried 
out dwvy peyddn shortly before he expired, be- 
cause all three authors of the synoptic Gospel 
(Matt. xxvii. 50, Mark xv. 37, Luke xxiii. 46) 
agree in this: 

St. Matthew o Se “Incovs (madw) xpatas dwvy 
peyadn... 

St. Mark 0 Se “Incous ades Povynv peyahynv... 

St. Luke Kat pavnoas povn peyalyn... 

St. Mark, however, explains, two verses further 
on, that the centurion who was standing in close 
propinquity opposite to our Lord, noticing 67. 
ovTws Kpagas é€€é€mvevoev was convinced that 
our Lord was what he claimed to be. 

Now it is this xpagas that SBI suppress, 
because it connects absolutely the death itself 
(efervevoev) with the loud cry as being practically 
simultaneous. 

In the accounts of the event by the three 
Evangelists it can be supposed that some interval 
elapsed. Here, in this supplementary notice, it 
is not possible. Hence the MSS. 8 BL (and they 
alone) suppress xpagas, wrongly judging that the 
authors of the account were embroidering, or 
were mistaken. 
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We are all familiar with the prophecies in 
Isaiah liii., “‘ He is despised and rejected of men.. 
he was wounded (or tormented, marg.) for our trans- 
gressions, he was bruised for our iniquities . . with 
his stripes (marg. bruises) are we healed.. He 
was oppressed . . afflicted, yet he opened not his 
mouth: he is brought asa lamb to the slaughter . . 
He was taken from prison and from judgment . . 
He made his grave with the wicked, and with the 
rich in his death... He shall see of the travail of his 
soul and shall be satisfied... He hath poured out 
his soul unto death: and he was numbered with the 
transgressors, and he bare the sin of many, and 
made intercession for the transgressors.” 

No less definite are the Psalms. 

xl. 12. «*. . Innumerable evils have compassed 
me about ..”’ This in itself would not be weighty, 
but it follows in the same psalm the words “ Then 
said I, lo I come... (quoted in Hebrews x. 7, 9). 
I delight to do thy will, O my God” (Prayer Book 
version “that I should fu/jil thy will. . yea, I am 
content to do it’’). 

Psa. lv. 4. “ My heart is sore pained within me, 
and the terrors of death are fallen 
upon me.” 

Psa. lxi. 2. “From the end of the earth will I 
cry unto thee when my heart is 
overwhelmed.” 

Psa. lxix. 20. ‘‘ Reproach hath broken my heart.” 

This lastis MOST IMPORTANT, for it occurs 
in the verse previous to this one: ‘“‘They gave 
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me also gall for my meat: and in my thirst they 
gave me vinegar to drink.” 


(See also: 
Psa. Ixxiii. 26. “My flesh and my heart faileth.” 
- cii. 4. ‘“Myheart issmitten and withered 
like grass.” 
4 1x22" My heart is wounded within 
me: 


»  exliii, 4, “My spirit is overwhelmed within 
me; my heart within me is 
desolate.” 

»» Xxxvili.10. “My heart panteth, my strength 
faileth me; as for the light of 
mine eyes it also is gone from 
me.’’) 

This whole 69th Psalm is most important. It 
begins “‘Save me, O God, for the waters are come 
in to my soul... I am come into deep waters 
where the floods overflow me. . my throat is dried ; 
mine eyes fail while I wait for my God. . For the 
zeal of Thine house hath eaten me up, and the 
reproaches of them that reproached Thee are 
fallen upon me.. Hide not Thy face from Thy 
servant, for I am in trouble .. For they persecute 
him whom Thou hast smitten...” 

The psalm closes too in a most remarkable 
manner : 
ver. 31. ‘‘This also shall please the Lord better 

than an ox or bullock...” 
ver. 35. “‘ For God will save Zion...” 
Now, if we accept the references to the soldiers 
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casting lots for our Lord’s garments [Ps3. xxii. 18 
(the psalm opens with “My God, my God, why 
hast thou forsaken me’’)], we cannot do otherwise 
than read literally in the same way these wonder- 
ful references to our Lord’s desperate mental con- 
dition and anguish, and to the breaking of his 
heart. For observe that it is in this same psalm 
wa. that the prophetic voice says, “I am poured 
out like water, and all my bones are out of joint. 
My heart is like waa; it is melted in the midst of my 
bowels.”’ 
Again, verse 16. ‘They pierced my hands and my 
feet.” 
21. *‘Thou hast heard me from the 
horns of the unicorns.” 

Consult also verses 15, 18. 

Again, earlier, ver. 7, occurs, “ All they that see 
me laugh me to scorn; they shoot out the lip say- 
ing: He trusted on the Lord to deliver him,” etc. 

These two psalms, lxix. and xxii., are of course 
all-important in this connection, but we cannot 
really accept part and reject the rest. 

Now the central point is the shedding of blood, 
and the sacrifice of the Lamb by the Great High 
Priest. 

We go back to Ex. xxvili., and from there all 
through the Bible runs that marvellous red 
stream. ‘‘ For the blood is the life.”’ 

Aaron (great type of Christ) is separated for 
the priesthood, and Ex. xxviii. tells us all about 
the office and the dress. 


99 39 
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Most elaborate are the instructions. 

“The robe of the ephod” (ver. 31) was to be 
“all of blue,” typifying his heavenly character. 
It was to be similar to the garment worn by our 
Lord, which had no seam, for there was to be 
‘“‘an hole in the top of it in the midst thereof,” 
and “a binding of woven work round about the 
whole of it, as it were the hole of a habergeon, 
that it be not rent.” Beneath, upon the hem of it, 
were to be pomegranates and bells of gold alter- 
nating, typifying the perfection of profession and 
practice. The golden sound of the priest was as 
the golden character of our Lord’s utterances. 

The coat was to be of fine linen, white and pure 
and glistening like the robes of the saints, and 
like our Lord’s pure high-priestly character. 

Ex. xxviii. 36/38: ‘“‘ And thou shalt make a 
plate of pure gold, and grave upon it like to the 
engravings of a signet, [oliness to the Lord. And 
thou shalt put it ona blue lace, that it may be 
upon the mitre—upon the forefront of the mitre 
shall it be. And it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead, 
that Aaron may bear the iniquity of the holy things 
which the children of Israel shall hallow in all 
their holy gifts.”” Think of it! Even the priests’ 
holy garments were admittedly of the earth, 
earthy, and had to be specially hallowed thus. 
Hence the great cruelty, in Jesus’ case, of the 
Crown of thorns to complete the awful detail of 
priest and sacrifice in one; ‘Holiness to the 
Lord” and the sacrificial lamb in one. 
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And now we approach the central part of the 
priestly office, so marvellously fulfilled in the 
great antitype. 

The instructions concerning the ani breast- 
plate, shoulderpieces, golden chains, and Urim 
and Thummim are so elaborate that they occupy 
TWENTY-SIX VERSES, extending from ver. 5 to 
ver. 30, and terminating thus: 

Ver. 29. “‘ And Aaron shall bear the names of 
the children of Israel in the breastplate of judg- 
ment UPON HIS HEART when he goeth in unto 
the holy place for a memorial before the Lord 
continually.” 

Ver. 30. “‘ And thou shalt put in the breastplate 
of judgment the Urim and the Thummim; and 
they shall be upon AARON’S HEART when he 
goeth in before the Lord: and Aaron shall bear the 
judgment of the children of Israel UPON HIS HEART 
before the Lord continually.” 

Now let us get right hold of this. What does 
it mean? Surely in the light of the prophets it 
s plain, plain. The Lord’s sacrifice was com- 
pleted only when he had borne our griefs on lis 
heart to the bitter extremity, and when, as priest 
and victim in one, that noble heart was broken 
and the life-blood spilled, and the veil of the temple 
rent in twain in consequence, and the new cove- 
nant ushered in. The testament was only com- 
plete when the testator died. And the testator 
was the lamb of God, who bought the world’s 
redemption once for all by his own heart’s life- 
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blood poured out. It had to be. For without 
the shedding of blood there is no remission. And 
Christ’s blood was not shed, but for a few drops 
on the cross, by the crucifixion itself, nor by the 
agony in the garden, nor by the crown of thorns, 
which wrung but drops from him. 

“A full perfect and sufficient sacrifice” we are 
told was wrought, and by all the O.T. canons the 
life’s-blood had to be shed to accomplish this. 

Now we see how he carried the people on his 
heart, how that heart was wrung, and fow the 
sacrifice was accomplished by its ultimate burst- 
ing and breaking. 

‘My heart is like wax, it is melted in the midst 
of my bowels.” 

Christ invited the great trial. See the pro- 
phetic words (Ps. xxvi. 2) ‘‘ Examine me, O Lord, 
and prove me. Try my reins and my heart.” 

It is unnecessary to go over the formulae of the 
sacrifices. We are all familiar with the way all 
the sacrificial victims were killed and their blood 
spilled. To this day the Jews insist upon all 
animals being butchered by blood-letting, and the 
Rabbis superintend it. 

Let us consider rather the way in which 
emphasis is laid upon the /eart in scripture. 

You remember how the people said in their 
foolhardiness: “ His blood be upon us and on our 
children”?! Rash and fateful vow. <A few hours 
later, Jesus, on his way to Golgotha, meets the 
weeping women and says to them, ‘‘ Weep not for 
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me, daughters of Jerusalem, but weep for yourselves 
and for your children.” ! 

For the consequences were even then apparent. 

A little later, at the very inception of the 
Apostles’ activity in the gospel ministry after the 
resurrection, the chief priests and Sanhedrin 
(forgetting their rash and awful statement) are 
made to sayin Acts v. 28 to Peter and the apostles 
with him, “Ye have filled Jerusalem with your 
doctrine and wish to bring this man’s blood upon us.” 

Truly the psalmist with all-foreseeing eye said, 
‘‘Their sword shall enter into their own hearts” 
(Ps. xxxvii. 15). 

In the first place then the qualification for 
citizenship in Heaven is a perfect heart. God gave 
Solomon “a perfect heart.” The psalmist says 
(xxiv. 3/4), ‘‘ Who shall ascend into the hill of the 
Lord? . . . he that hath clean hands and a pure 
heart.”’ 

We are to “serve the Lord thy God with all 
thy heart”? and further ‘‘ circumcise thine heart ”’ 
(Deut. xxx. 6). The latter a bold and fearful 
simile. 

Now who but the Lord could fulfil all these 
- conditions? To appear before God with a circum- 
cised heart, with a pure heart, with a perfect heart, 
and to serve him with all his heart. No one but 
‘Christ could fulfil the latter, and to the letter we 
see it was fulfilled. 

Nearly every Sunday in church one of the 
minor prophets [Joel (ii. 13)] has been referring 
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to this and dinning it into our ears. Has it fallen 
upon un-understanding ears ? 

“Rend your heart and not your garments, and 
turn unto the Lord.”’ 

Is it not marvellous in this connection ? 

Metaphorically we are to rend our hearts, as 
actually Christ’s was rent. 

But remember Joel wrote before the great 
sacrifice was accomplished, hundreds of years 
before, and the language is remarkable. 

Again, what does the psalmist say (xxiii. 26): 
“* My son, give me thine heart.” 

Actually give thine heart. Give it up meta- 
phorically as Christ actually expended his. 

We find it all through the prophets if we will 
only notice the passages : 

Lam. ii. 19. “‘ Arise, cry out in the night; in 
the beginning of the watches pour out thine heart 
like water before the face of the Lord.” 

Ezek. xxii. 14. ‘* Can thine heart endure, or can 
thine hands be strong in the days that I shall deal 
with thee?” 

Again, our Lord ‘‘humbled himself even unto 
death upon the cross.” 

Here we have the humble heart. 

So Dan. (v. 22) says: “And thou, his son, O 
Belshazzar, hast not humbled thine heart though 
thou knowest all this.” 

So Lev. xxvi. 41: “If then their uncircumcised 
hearts be humbled and they accept of the punish- 
ment of their iniquity.” 
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Again this fearful symbolism of actual cireum- 
cision of the heart, repeated by Jeremiah iv. 4 
(also Deut. x. 16): “circumcise yourselves to the 
Lord and take away the foreskins of your heart 
ye... inhabitants of Jerusalem.” 

Again, the whole heart is to be used. 

Ps. boll i 
Cxi. 
CXXXViii. 
and 
Ps. cxix. 10. ‘with my whole heart have I sought 
thee.” 
34, “I shall observe it with my whole 
heart.” 
58. “I entreated thy favour with my 
whole heart.”’ 
69. “I will keep thy precepts with my 
whole heart.” 
145. “I cried with my whole heart.” 

Note Jer. xxiv. 7. “And I will give them an 
heart to know me:.. . for they shall return unto 
me with their whole heart.” 

Notice God has to provide the new heart 
(through Christ) and it has to be the whole heart, 
blood and all. 

So Isaiah says i. 5: “the whole head is sick 
and the whole heart faint.” 

We began by referring to Isaiah liii. Let us 
close this section by referring to Isaiah lIxi. 1, 
with the opening words of which we are so 
familiar. 


“IT will praise thee, O Lord, 
a with my whole heart.” 
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“The spirit of the Lord God is upon me; 
because the Lord hath anointed me to preach the 
good tidings unto the meek; he hath sent me to 
bind up the broken-hearted, to proclaim liberty to 
the captives and the opening of the prison to 
them that are bound,”’ etc. 

So Ps. xxxiv. 18: ‘‘ The Lord is nigh unto them 
that are of a broken heart.” 

We return to Jeremiah xxiii. 9 and find * “* Mine 
heart within me is broken because of the prophets.”’ 

We see it was no idle symbol. The prophets 
all spoke of it and realized it in themselves as 
forerunners. 

Again Lam. i. 20: “Behold, O Lord, I am in 
distress, my bowels are troubled; mine heart is 
turned within me.’ 

Even in Job xxxvii. 1: “At this also mine 
heart trembleth and is moved out of his place.” 

Here we have a further graphic picture of a 
heart actually moved owing to excess of grief. 

The great David in his wonderful dying prayer 
(1 Chron. xxix. 17) said: ‘‘I know also my God 
that thou triest the heart...” (So Jer. xii. 20: 
‘‘triest the reins and the heart.’’) 

Can we go a step further and say that we can 
see in Solomon’s Song a wonderful reference to 
the healed heart of Christ, now the head of the 
Church : 

(iv. 9.) “Thou hast ravished my heart, my sister, 
my spouse ; thow hast ravished my heart...” 

For God, in Christ’s resurrection, made for him 
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a new heart as Ezek. (xviii. 31) says: “Cast away 
from you all your transgressions, whereby ye have 
transgressed, and make you a new heart and a new 
Sprit <i?” 

For his heart had been proved (Ps. xvii. 3): 

**Thou hast proved mine heart.” 

Again we read so often of the “ hardening’’ of 

the heart. Christ’s sacrifice was the opposite, or 
a softening of the heart, as Job (xxiii. 16): “ For 
God maketh my heart soft and the Almighty 
troubleth me.”’ 

I have not referred to the proofs of the physical 
death of our Lord by reason of rupture of the 
heart, because they are set forth by Dr. Stroud 
at length and with great care and science. We 
have tried rather to show why it was that Christ 
had to die of a broken heart to fulfil prophecy 
and sacrificial ritual in full, as the “blood and 
water”? (or as some MSS. have it the ‘water 
and blood’’) plainly testifies to any medical 
practitioner. 

Hence the loud cry was not out of place as 
8% B L supposed. Let us more charitably say the 
scribes of S BL. In reality, had they but realized 
this fact, they would have understood the mental 
agony in the Garden causing the bloody sweat 
(which some of them excise), and have seen in 
this a perfectly true picture leading up to the 
final rupture of the great human heart, already 
weakened by such mental anguish as the God- 
Man alone could know. 
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Our Revisers of 1881 have spoiled the true 
picture by following 8 B L with omission. 

We dislike to close this treatise with B, but 
we must cease. We always come back to B, 
as Westcott and Hort’s text is practically B. 
There is so much that is good in this MS., it 
does seem a pity that we are asked to swallow 
of its text more than is justified by collateral 
evidence. 

Fortunately the day is now past when men of 
ripe scholarship accept it as a fetish. 

We began with a reference to D*, and we end 
with B", with k-r, and the Syriac in between. 
Well, perhaps that gives as good a key as any 
as to what may be learned of continuous trans- 
mission from the earliest days. But the keys 
must be properly used. 

Let us take courage and go forward. 

We are jealous that the Church’s slow-gathered 
verdict should not be lightly put aside to-day. 
Our experience among the Greek cursives proves 
to us that transmission has not been careless, and 
they do represent a wholesome traditional text in 
the passages involving doctrine, and so forth. 
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XIV. 
CONCLUSION, 
The object of it all. 


Of course the object of such enquiries as the 
present is to adjudicate to individual MSS. their 
proper measure of weight in our councils, and 
further to find the weight to be given to one 
recension against another, as northern Coptic versus 
southern, syr cu and 8 as against syr pesh, and so 
forth. 

Let us illustrate how to go about it. Take the 
passage in John iv. 6. 

The Greek runs: 

6 ovv Inaods KexoTiakas ek THS OdoUToplas exabeLlero 
OUTMS Ent TH THY). 

This ovrws is present in all Greek MSS. except 
some of fam 1 and some of fam 69, but is omitted 
by all the Syriacs and Diatessaron. Of the Latins: 
E Dimma abeff,l r aur fossat omit also, but no 
others, and not p. 

Perforce these Latins and the two Greeks got 
their Syriac sympathy very early or very late. 
Which is it? Is it basic with them, or is it not? 
To know how to handle this we must know first 
the history of each of these individual syriacising 
MSS., and secondly we must account for the 


absence of others. 
28 
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It would lead us too far to handle this matter 
here as fully as it could be dealt with, but we will 
say, as briefly as possible, first, that these Latins 
having shown many other signs of having a deep 
and ancient Syriac base, can be considered to 
support the Syriac here in a concurrent basic 
manner, and not to have dropped the sic at some 
time, following some Syriac recension which met 
their notice. This is strengthened by the absence 
of such a Latin MS. as R, who got some of his 
readings late, and other MSS. which could be 
mentioned. We are only sketching here. 

Again, as regards the infinitesimal Greek sup- 
port, the presence of 1 69 here lends color to our 
belief that a good deal of their Syriac was obtained 
late, although this must remain an open question 
here. It cannot be decided by examining one 
passage. Observe, however, that all the members 
of the two groups are not represented, as they 
would be if it were basic, such concurrence among ° 
them being frequent elsewhere. 


concur in dropping ovrws 
So here 69-124 
and hata (346-556 are wanting here) 


(and 118 is wanting), 
while 13 (ovros) 


. have the word. 

[The other members of these families can be 
examined for this as they are identified. ] 

Again, when we want to test such MSS. as abd 
in important passages, we must know how to do it. 


Very well. Observe that the prayer, “ Father, 
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forgive them, for they know not what they do,” 
is omitted by 8* B D* 38 435 abd. 

Are these witnesses to be trusted ? 

Turn elsewhere and see what some of them do: 

John iv. 9. The clause “for the Jews have no 
dealings with the Samaritans”’ is omitted by these 
same MSS. abd (with e and Greek 8D only) 
against all Greeks, all Syriacs, Diatessaron and 
Coptic. 

abd are therefore no more right in Luke 
xxill. 34 than they are in John iv. 9. 

You will notice that B® does not exclude this 
clause from John iv. 9. 

But the verses in Luke xxii. 43/44 recording 
the bloody sweat are excluded by &* BRT 
(fam 13) f. 

And here we find B involved, testifying again to 
an omission wrongfully. If we catch them 
wilfully opposing practically all Greeks and Syriacs 
in such a place, their testimony in other weighty 
passages is impugned. In other words the source 
of their authority for omission is immensely 
weakened. 

All this is not ancient history, for until recently 
we have not been in a position to know the real 
consensus of opinion of the grouped Syriacs, 
Coptics, Latins, etc. 

Finally, our present enquiry is going to 
strengthen the Syriac and Graeco-Syriac witness 
because, having once identified such readings as 
some we find in the Greek cursives 28 157 473 

2F 2 
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604 etc. as tracing to an ancient Graeco-Syriac 
fountain-head, the absence or presence of such 
witnesses is of great value as a balancing factor. 

For instance : 

John i. 23. There is no difference in the Greek word 
used, evOdvare, in any Greek MSS., 
not even in those mentioned above. 

The clause runs: «dOvvare tiv oddv Kupiov Kabas 
eimev “Hoaias o mpodyrns, while the Latins F 
(= Diatess lat) G Dimma cf ff, ¢ 6 and syr cu speak 
of parate instead of dirigite [not p = diregite]. 

The pesh. = complanate as Diatess arab (Hogq) 
“repair”? or (//i/l) “set in order.”” The Greek 
MS. 124 alone says éromacare with Cyril; no 
doubt any variations arose from Mark i. 3 or from 
the source of the O. T. quotation. 

The fact remains that the Greeks do not vary 
(except 124). 

The deeper we go, therefore, the better able are 
we to waive aside false testimony. 

If we can establish weights for our MSS. we 
can use them to better advantage. 

The aberrant ones, like 8, ab de in places, can 
readily be checked and not allowed to take the 
bit in their teeth. 

The principal balance weights after the large 
Greek majority-we'ghts are the Coptic and Gothic 
versions. 

But the great key-weight is a consensus of all 
the Syriacs and Diatessaron together, with no 
dissentient voice from the Greek 28 157 473 
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604 ctc., representing a hidden Graeco-Syriac. 
This should be decisive. 

We must cease, or we should be enterng a 
different and a higher province than that of our 
negative field of Criticism. 


At what results have we arrived ? 

I think, in view of the enormous amount of 
collateral evidence herein adduced, that we may 
point to a place like: 

Mark xii. 30 as evidencing the fact that we 
have succeeded in proving that our Graeco-Syriac 
text of k-r, 157* is that of A.p. 130 of Justin 
Martyr, and represents the form older than 
syr cu 8, older than the Diatessaron, older than 
the Greek 1 family or 13 family. 

For here we see k-r, together, alone with 157, 
eliding two clauses out of four, which Justin 
Martyr gives us specifically twice. 

The passage affords a very good example, for, 
taken first from the Old Testament (Deut. vi. 5), 
where there are three clauses, (A.V.) ‘heart, soul, 
might’? (LXX.: diavows, Wyn, Svvapis), they are 
expanded to four in the ordinary text of St. Mark 
(reduced again to three by some authorities), and 
in St. Matthew (xxii.) we find three (kapd.a, poyn, 
duavova), and in St. Luke four (kapdia, pyn, woxus, 
Suavoia, subject to some change in the MSS.). 

Now, notwithstanding the changes rung on 
these by various authorities, we find only kr, 157 
agreeing with Justin Martyr, and Justin, we judge, 
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is quoting from St. Mark, for in the other places 
these supporting authorities do not act in the 
same way. 

We get no assistance from Jrenaeus. He only 
refers twice (Harvey, II. 178, 385) in the briefest 
possible manner to the passage. In the first he 
Says: 

“Tn lege igitur et in Evangelio cum sit primum et 
maximum praeceptum (note incidentally praeceptum 
is as old as mandatum) diligere Dominum Deum 
EX TOTO CORDE.”’ 

In the second: 

“oui in lege quidem vociferatur: Audi Israel, 
Dominus Deus tuus Deus unus est; et: Diliges 
Dominum Deum tuum EX TOTA ANIMA TUA.” 

Was Justin therefore condensing? It would 
appear not in this place apart from his copy, for 
k-r, 157 witness to his form centuries later. 

At this place (or rather in the threefold synoptic 
places) 28 is silent, judging from Scholz, but a 
fresh collation of this MS. may throw light here. 

As regards the others, although with variations, 
due to the Old Testament background, none agree 
with kr, 157 Justin. The Jerusalem Syriac, one 
codex, reduces the four clauses in St. Mark to 
three, but for this there is a reason. The “old” 
Syriac has three in Matthew (heart, soul, power), 
four in Mark (heart, soul, understanding, power), 
four in Luke (heart, power, soul, mind). 

I would ask a reference for the evidence in 
St. Mark to what we have written elsewhere, and 
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for the full evidence of the MSS. and Versions to 
the three places (Matt. xxii. 37, Mark xii. 30, Luke 
x. 27) in Tischendorf, Scholz, ete. 

Of course it is not easy to assimilate all this at 
a glance, but the impression left upon my mind, 
after living with the problem night and day for 
eighteen months, is that in k-r, of the Latins, 
and 157 of the Greeks, we approach more nearly 
to the Graeco-Syriac exemplar in use A.p. 125 
than is afforded to us by the other Greek or 
Syriac texts. 

If this be so, it is extremely important, for we 
must note that the Graeco-Syriacs 28 and 157 run 
for longer stretches with the more traditional text 
than do syr cu 8, Diatess, or the other graeco- 
syriacisers fam 1, fam 13, 473 604 etc. Therefore, 
if we can grasp the fact that £7, 28 157 take us 
back to Justin and Irenaeus, behind syr cuS and 
Diatess, we have gone a long way on the road to 
neutralize some of the loose readings of the ‘‘ Old 
Syriac” and of that Greek family 13 which we 
have been thinking were the ‘oldest’ texts we 
had. They prove upon examination not to be so, 
but, on the contrary, to be a loose product of a 
careless age or section of the country. 

The peshitto and Jerusalem Syriac bear witness 
to survivals of a truer text in many places than 
afforded by syr cu 8. This we can now weigh 
more confidently in the balances of & 7, 28 157. 
And having shown that abcdef fifenaghyr 
Dimma Moling also drew from an earlier source as 
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to their fundamental text, we can more con- 
fidently use them as additional weights. 

As regards d, I am inclined to think, with 
Chase, that, for critical purposes, we have too 
much Syriac there, an earlier fundamental one, 
mixed with a later and secondary Syriac, which 
makes differentiation between the two rather 
difficult. 

We have arrived at a point, however, where we 
can say with more or less confidence that the 
much-used fam 13 has been abused for critical 
purposes, and too much weight allowed it. And 
that the Jerusalem Syriac must be given a casting 
vote sometimes as between the peshitto and the 
syr cu 8. 

Grave questions remain of Latin reaction on 
the Jerusalem Syriac. The question whether the 
Old Latins reacted on the Jerusalem Syriac (see 
Luke xii. 3, etc.), or whether the Jerusalem Syriac 
preserves the older Syriac, as elsewhere appears 
probable, must be decided in the light of much 
deeper investigation than hitherto. 

I have purposely refrained (for fear of com- 
plicating matters at this stage) from entering into 
any discussion of the interrelations of Coptic and 
Syriac. It is best to treat this separately—of 
course in connection with the Latin. I find from | 
a late investigation of the Book of Mulling (see 
Appendix III.) that in that MS. can be found a 
large amount of material for future discussion 
under this head. 
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_ Itis also clear that Greek 8 has many authorities 
available by which to check or offset it. The 
history of S could be written with tolerable 
exactness to-day, but would require much time. 

Greek B remains, as before, a good text ‘as a 
whole,’ with unwarranted aberration, which has 
been given entirely too much weight in our 
Councils. Now that our critics recognize the 
deliberate editing in places, against Jrenaeus and 
others, we should revise our estimate of the 
weight due to B in such places. 

And what more shall I say? There is so much 
left to do, that it is not wise to talk overmuch. 

If I have indicated any clues, I hope they may 
be followed up. And if the elder Von Soden has 
found any sister-MSS. to 28, 157, or to other 
important MSS., they will certainly be of more 
use in this department than all the guessing we. 
can do at this time. 

To Rendel Harris, Burkitt, Horner, Gwynn, 
White, Mrs. Lewis, and others, many thanks are 
due for the helpful character of their labours. 


Postscript. 


Mrs. Lewis’ “last word” on the Sinaitic Syriac 
reaches us just after closing our work. 

We are sorry to find that she has also neglected 
our good friend 7, We are sorry, because the 
evidence would have improved her pictures in the 
footnotes, but we are relieved in a sense to find 
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that what we have done is new, and has not been 
anticipated. 

We expect that Dean Gwynn will touch on our 
ground, however, when his edition of the Book of 
Armagh (D) sees the light (since 1893 it seems to 
have been in preparation), the more so as we 
believe he is studying Dimma and Moling with a 
view to use their long-neglected testimony. 

Any consideration of the ‘‘Old”’ Syriac to-day, 
without Dimma, r., and p, as well as the other 
Latins, is useless. 

With them, and. an intelligent use of Diatess 
arab, with Peshitto and Palestinian, we may go a 
long way further on our road. As p» opens up the 
sahidie question, I trust we may ere long receive 
from competent scholars an edition of this Version 
with the readings of all available MSS. 

As regards syr 8, Mrs. Lewis is jealous, and 
naturally, that full heed should be given to it as 
a primary document. But we cannot at present 
elevate it to a position of Queen among docu- 
ments, and [ would almost rather lose syr 8 than 
the Diatess arab, for the latter conveys the truth 
to me in large measure rather than syr 8, and, 
when Mrs. Gibson astonishes us by finding a 
Syriac Diatessaron of the 1v™ or v™ century, she 
will no doubt fall into line, and admit that Diatess 
and pesh are often together, and rightly, against 
syr 8, or even syr cu and S in conjunction. 

We may make syr S President, but she cannot 
‘sit as a Queen,” for a Queen can do no wrong, 
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and this position syrS cannot aspire to, for, among 
other things, syr S is not above borrowing from 
another Gospel. To choose one simple instance, see 
Matt. x. 18, “for my name’s sake” says syr S (with 
gj, Only) borrowing from Luke, for the propter me 
of St. Matt., and St. Mark xiii. 9 (€vexev éu00), while 
St. Luke says evexev tov dvépuatds pov. This is not 
countenanced by the Diatessaron nor Peshitto, and 
is furthermore an addition quite unauthorized. 
Its only support appears to be g, and Petr. Alex. 
among Latins and Greeks, and they doubtless 
were doing the same thing, borrowing from Luke, 
or from Mark xiii. 13. 

I cite this case, as it is such a small one that 
no different readings are to be found in any of 
Tischendorf’s notes on Matt. x. 18, Mark xiii. 9, 
Luke xxi. 17, nor in those of Wordsworth. 

Of omissions there are plenty, many perhaps 
basic, others certainly not, but what of that in 
Luke xvii. 10 of inutiles (axpevor), which Mrs. Lewis 
has a special note on, pp. xxvi., xxvil. ? 

We consider this the key to the whole N.T. It 
marks the full difference between the conserva- 
tives in the Church and the progressists. Among 
the conservatives remains St. Paul. He did not 
agree with the idea that work of his, although he 
had plenty to boast of, could count or could help 
him in any way. What he said was (1 Cor. ix. 27), 
“unmos, addouw Kynpvéas, avTds dOdKiywos yevopat.” 
(A.V., unfortunately, ‘a castaway, and R.V., 
not any better, “should be rejected” [so A.V. 
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in Heb. vi. 8]; dSdxpos simply “ unworthy,” 
“* unesteemed..’) F 

We must take issue here with Mrs. Lewis, for 
there is a great point of doctrine involved. The 
Queen may not sit as a Queen here and dictate 
to us. She is opposed by the Curetonian, Peshitto, 
Diatessaron, and all Greek and Latin documents ; 
only aeth (all MSS. ?) supports her. 

The great doctrine inculcated here is the futility 
of any kind of justification by works, however 
complete from the human standpoint, and a silent 
prophetic appeal to justification by the great sacri- 
fice to follow. The verse opens “Sic et vos .. .” 

We consider Mrs. Lewis’ note to be a bad note. 
Here it is: 

‘Luke xvii. 10. ‘‘So likewise ye, when ye shall 
have done all these things which are commanded 
you, say ye, ‘We are servants, what was our 
duty to do, we have done.’”? The word “un- 
profitable’ is here omitted. Dr. Blass has suggested 
that it crept into the Greek MSS. through the excessive 
humility of some ancient scribe. Good servants are 
never quite unprofitable, and this omission is full of 
hope for those who desire to be fellow-workers with 
Christ in the coming of His Kingdom.’ 

The point confused is the difference between 
Faith and Works. The key-note of the N.T. 
Scriptures is the impossibility of man standing 








+ dypetos is only used in one other place, Matt. xxv. 30, of the 
unprofitable servant in the matter of the talents. 
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in the presence of God pure enough by his own 
efforts. Simultaneously the great Teacher also 
told us to be perfect (reAevor) “as your Heavenly 
Father is perfect (ré\eos).” But, strive as we 
may, our best efforts at service are always 
debased and alloyed by some form of selfishness 
or imperfection, and our service can never be 
perfect or complete or wholly ‘profitable’ here 
below. Hence, to remove this word “ unprofit- 
able” here on the authority of syr S would be to 
go back to the dictum of one MS. or one scribe 
on a point of most basic doctrine against all the other 
contemporaneous evidence. We submit that no 
progressist is entitled to this consideration on so 
slender evidence. 

In the Liturgy of St. James, probably the 
earliest form of any Church Liturgy, in the third 
section, prayer number 2 (Prayer of the incense, 
at the beginning), this scriptural declaration is 
confirmed as follows: 

«. .. and accept from us, THY UNPROFITABLE 
SERVANTS, this incense as an odour of a sweet 
smell, and make fragrant the evil odour of our 
soul and body, and purify us with the sanctifying 
power of thy all-Holy Spirit: for Thou only art 
Hage ese 

Is not Mrs. Lewis confusing the declaration of 
us men that on our side ‘‘ We are unprofitable 
servants ’’ with what God in his mercy may have 
to say on His side as to our service not having 
been wholly unprofitable ? 
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Of many other omissions of syr 8, whether such 
are proper or not may be left for the present—as 
those of Matt. xviii. 11. whole verse, 

sy. Vem aay ai 
3 Milstie ‘yy Ke 
Mark 22028 ay ag - 
but Matt. xxii. 17. — dic ergo nobis 


or Bs v. 47. — whole verse are 
Mark xii. 28. — omnium question- 
xi. 2. — adhuc able. 
» xv. 29, — et praetereuntes 
And: 


Matt. xviii. 26. — tibi 
» xxii. 43. — In spiritu 
» xxv. 41. — et 
» Xxvii. 24. — iusti 
Mark vi. 20. — eum 


ty xii. 29. — Deus see. 

Luke x. 9. — illis 
7 x. 40. — frequens or multum 
x xi. 11. — patrem 


» bid. fin. — illi 
xii. 54. — dicitis 
ee xv. 14. — et ipse coepit egere 
Pe xv. 14. — valida 
x xv. 16. — et 2nit. 
» xXvill. 15. — quod cum viderent 
are very questionable indeed. 
And why does not syr S omit sua at Matt. xxiv. 
17 with D* latt vett Wurzburg J ab d ff, gr rz Tren 
Cypr Hil Tichon Auct Op Imp? 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 431 


Why not omit et before Deus Abr. and Deus Jac. 
in Matt. xxii. 32? 

And why does it not add pater meus in Matt. 
xxv. 41 with Justin Clem Iren Tert Cypr Clem hom 
fil Aug Gaudent Auct de prom with Ra bed fr, fr 
Hhr pw and D* 1 22? 

And why not add te at Luke xv. 32? 

For of apparently wnyjustijiable additions we 
have many. Of these note the following small 
selection :— 

Matt. xv. 27. + et vivunt 

»  Xvii. 27. + ad mare (post hamum) 

» xxiii. 1]. + vult 

» XXvii. 65. + sepulcrum 
Mark x. 24. + et increpauit eos 

» xiv. 65. + nobis 
Iuke vi. 31. + bona 


9 x. 35. which it doth cost thee + for him 
5 xi. 1. + ab oratione 

,», Xiv. 22 jin. + in convivio 

ie xv. 10. + omnibus 


And of questionable additions note : 
Matt. xiv. 4 jin. + uxorem 
»» Xviii. 10. + qui in me credunt 
Luke xi. 58. + coram omni populo. 
Note a bold transfer at 
Luke xx. 16 and 19. 
In ver. 19. om.: cognouerunt enim quod ad ipsos 
dixertt similitudinem istam ; 
and placed in verse 16, instead of the clause: 
quo audito dixverunt ili absit. 
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Then, if the texts of syr cu and §S are so pure, 
how come they to divide squarely at such 
places as 


ne? Te to fill his belly syr 8, 


to eat of syr CU 
», Xvili. 25. than for a rich man into the King- 
dom of God syr 8, 


than for a rich man to enier into 

the Kingdom of God syr cu; 

in this latter case, the syrS with pesh and ae ffzi rz 

omitting intrare, from Matthew (xix. 24) with only 

a few Greeks there, for in Luke no Greeks omit 
(only the Gr.-Lat, 130 with Latins as above). 

Note Luke xi. 36: great confusion here ; see very 
short text in syr cu. 

There is a curious substitution at Matt. xviii. 20 
which may throw some light on the parentage of 
syr 8. 

I refer to the well-known and _ unalterable 
passage : 

for where two or three are gathered together in my 
name, there am I in the midst of them. 

Now syr 8 changes this to: 

“For there are not two or three gathered 
together in my name, that I am not in the midst 
OL 

Now, if this did not originate in a mistake in 
reading the Greek as ov for of I shall be very 
much surprised. The Greek is: 
ob yap elow dvo H Tpels ournypeévor eis TO ewov dvoma, 


> A > XN > me > -~ 
EKEL ELL EV METM AUT. 


THE VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 433 


An examination for other such passages might 
easily show that syr S was derived straight from 
Greek or an elder Graeco-Syriac, as we suppose, 
and not from the Diatessaron. 

Of conflations, note the unnecessary ampplifica- 
tion at 
Mark i. 24. I know Thee who Thou art, that Thou 

art the Holy One of God. 

Note confusion: Mark ix. 12 certainly not shorter. 

Luke xi. 13 ‘bona’ syr 8, 
Spiritum sanctum syr cu. 
A curious substitution occurs at 
Mark vi. 20 alone: autem for eum. 
Luke xviii. 17 regnum caeli for regnum Det. 

I notice a very peculiar mistake in the notes 
at Luke vi. 48, where syrS and Evan 604 omit 
(alone) the last clause, “fundata enim erat supra 
petram.” Mrs. Lewis, p. Ilxiii. and p. 138, says 
that f 7, aur omit the clause [she calls the omission 
that of dua ro Kahws ovxodopnobar avtnv because 
S BL & 33 157 and some copt read thus], but I 
do not find that any of these Latin MSS. (as 
edited) omit. They all seem to have the well- 
known 
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We rest our enquiry. Its results may be rather 
negative than positive or direct. 

Apparently, however, the trend is to reduce the 
Curetonian, Sinaitic, and the Diatessaron to the 
rank of secondary documents, and to find our- 

2G 
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selves thrown for the lost primary Syriac recen- 
sion into the Graeco-Aramaic base of 28 and the 
Latins a and kr, and portions of d and other 
Latins. 

It is seen that the Syriacs are as much divided 
among themselves as the Greek uncial MSS., and 
we must push further back for the ultimate 
solution. 

There is a danger that we should continue to 
confuse texts proper and glosses imposed on texts, 
however old the MSS. may be. For, did not 
Justin Martyr already in his day use a text 
enriched to some extent with glosses ? 

I pray that these pages may be helpful in 
directing other minds to continue the investigation 
along impartial lines, and to a deeper and clearer 
apprehension of the central problem, and also 
that they be of use in calling attention to the 
only possible chance of progress by examination 
of the many valuable documents which still 
abound around us, unesteemed, unopened, un- 
collated. 


THE END. 
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** But though the Fathers of the close of the second 
century are thus prominently distinguished from those 
who preceded them, it must not be forgotten that they 
were trained by that earlier generation which they 
surpassed. They inherited the doctrines which it was 
their task to arrange and harmonize. They made no 
claims to any discoveries in Christianity, but with 
simple and earnest zeal appealed to the testimony of 
the Apostolic Church to confirm the truth of their 
writings. They never admitted the possibility of being 
separated from their forefathers; and if it has been 
shown that the continuity of the Christian faith has 
hitherto suffered no break, from this point it is 
confessedly maintained without interruption. From 
Lyons, from Carthage, from Alexandria, one voice 
proceeds, the witness and herald of the truth.”’— 

Canon Westcott, “A General Survey of the 
History of the Canon of the N.T.,’’ 1870, p. 304. 


“Tt is a fact of great significance that traditional 
accounts of words or works of the Lord which are not 
noticed in the Gospels are extremely rare. The Gospels 
are the full measure of what was known in the Apostolic 
age, and (may we not add) of what was designed by 
Providence for the instruction of after ages.” — 

Canon WEstcott, “ /ntroduction to the Study 
of the Gospels,” 4th ed., 1872, p. 453. 


«Now I know of no others who have altered the 
Gospel save the followers of Marcion, and those of 


Valentinus, and I think also those of Lucian...” — 
OrRIGEN, “ Contra Celsum,” 11., ch. xxvil. 


oo 2 
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EEMENDANDA. 


J. M. Heer’s edition of gat reached me long after my tables as 
to r, were in print. I wish therefore to apologize to Mr. Heer 
for not doing full justice to gat. 

On the following pages gat should come into the evidence : 
115 120 126 137 139 151 178 bis 193 194 199 200 207 209 
212 213 224 229 230 235 237 239 241 ter 252 258 260 262 
265 273 274 279 285 286 bis 288 290 292 296 301 bis 303 
305 bis 306 ter 308 310 ter 311 312 313 bis 316 317 bis 318 bis 
320 321 324 bis 325 334. 

Thus, gat reads: Matt. ix. 9 transisset; Luke ii. 10 nuntio, 
vii. 19 ihm, xiv. 21 cludos et caecos, xv. 8 et si perdiderit ; John 
viii. 29 + et; Matt. viii. 2 (p. 178) + quidam gat**, xiii. 26 
— et, xiii. 22 (p. 193) suffocant, xiii. 35 absconsa ; Mark viii. 27 
— eis (pp. 194 and 213), iv. 30 (p. 199 seq.) et pro aut, vi. 14 
surrexit, xiii. 13 + hominibus, xiv. 62 sedentem a dextris, i. 30 
(p. 212) discumbebat, v. 11 — circa montem r, and gat only ; 
Matt. xxv. 17 (pp. 224 and 301) + talenta, ii. 1 (p. 229 seq.) + in, 
ii. 5 iuda, ii. 8 ite (— et), iv. 3 + ad eum, viii. 2 + quidam gat**, 
x. 4 — et, xi. 14 accipere gat with d, xxvi. 41 prumtus, xxvi. 58 
finem rei, xxvi. 70 + neque intelligo (and p. 317), xiii. 36 + tritici 
et gat**, xvii. 19 + ei, xviii. 7 venire, xviii. 10 + istis qui in me 
credunt gat**, xviii. 21 ad eum petrus, xx. 6 + horam gat**, 
xxl. 15 + ihs, xxi. 24 verbum, xxii. 2 — factum, xxii. 35 fin. 
+ et dicens, xxii. 37 cf. gat, xxii. 45 +in spi, xxiii. 16, 18 
debitor est, xxiii. 30 + quia, xxiv. | edificationem, xxiv. 36 De 
die autem illa veL hora gat joins b and r, alone, xxv. 9 + non, 
xxv. 27 ‘mittere vel dari’ gat** (cf. Heer ad loc.), xxv. 37 + te 
aut, xxv. 41 — et, xxv. 42 bibere, xxv. 43 infirmus fui gat Arnob 
and r, only, ibid. read gat** for ‘venistis ad me’, xxvi. 7 ejus, 
xxvi. 16 fin. + eis, xxvi. 17 + die, xxvi. 18 + eis, xxvi. 25 ait 
illi + ih8, xxvi. 47 eo, xxvi. 50 + fac, xxvi. 53 + modo (post 
possum), xxvi. 63 fin. + vivi, xxvi. 69 dixit ei, xxvii. 1 inierunt 
vel fecerunt gat*“, xxvii. 9 quod dictum erat gat and r, only, 
xxvii. 14 — ad, xxvii. 27 duxerunt eum... in pretorium, xxvii. 
28 cf. gat, xxvii. 49 add gat for ‘liberare’ (p. 334). 
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N* 15 17 19 21/32 49 61 67 
etc 96 seq 182 276 280 288 
294 326 332 350 359/60 
375 377 380 383 396 399 
403 seq 419 420 425 433 

As 209 332 392/3 ete 

a 2 6/8 10 13/16 20/23 41 
44 etc 181 227 ete 266 303 
318 335/6 343/5 372/38 
381 384/5 419 seq 434 

a, 23 

ab 385 note 

abe. 333 

ad 45 157 170 seq 

acd 45 

acde 45 

acd ff, 45 

abd 376 378 seq 

abdek 376 

abdr 328 etc 

abelgq 45 

Gel 159 

ade 45 140 147 175 seq 181 
190 191 

ader 290; see also 177 seq 
190 seq 

adf 45 

adk 342 

adr 168 

ae 45 141 173 seq 

aes 45 

ak 167 182 seq 187 192 234 

169 

art, 364 

ar, 148 ete 


ar 





Abbott, T. K. 109 206/7 224 
258 268 279 bis 290. 292 
295 302 304 308/9 313 
320 330/1 366 

Abbreviations 12 

Acta Pilati 322 

Aethiopic 428 ete 

‘ African’ color 
etc 

‘ African’ text 1 24 41 60 77 
81 seq 169 188 208 211 
217 228 239 seq 366 371 
seq 

Age ofr, 202/3 ete 

Aldus, Man. 296 

‘ Alexandrian’ school 

« Alexandrian’ text 
97 

Alford, H. 393 395 

Ambrose 302 307 etc 

Amélineau. Preface 

Amphilochius 383 385 

Andreas 391 

Antioch 6 103 

‘ Antiochian’ text 24 

Aphraates 22 49 53 121 122 
etc 190 218 304/5 307/8 

Apocalypse, MSS. of 17 18 

888 seq 

Apoc. No. 56 17 

Application of critical princi- 
ples 19 417 seq 

Aquila 339 

Aramaic base 14 15 21 34 
181 188 189 342/3 434 


235 249 293 


377 
62 64 65 


438 


Armenian version 55 83 

Arnobius 232 etc 294 298 299 
306 

Athanasius 95 

Auct. de prom. 81 seq 207 
289 294 306/8 328 333 ete 


Auct. de Rebapt. 81 seq 165 
241 242 ete 
Auct. op. imp. 179 ete 224 etc 


228 etc 272 276 289 291 
294 295 297 ete 

Auct. quaest. 207 301 ete 

Augustine, St. 24 71 231/2 
233 234 237 239 250 258 
264 280 286 307 336 370 
ete 

Bs 19 25 28-33 34 61 66 

67 etc 96 seq 138 146 159 

189 256 276 290 314 350 

360 375 377 379 383 387/8 

396 seq 403 seq 419 425 433 

b 26 27 151 154 206 223 227 
251 261 295 296 300 334 
345 351 371 381 384/5 
419 seq 

be 352 

be 284 

bq 371 ete 385/6 

br, 156 

Baethgen, F. 35 68 129 132 
136 144 145 150 151 233 
249 255 265 268 282/3 
338 

‘Barbarisms’ 164 seq 217 note 

Barnabas 88 

Bartlett, J. V.  &7 seq 

Basil 286 290 etc 

Belsheim, J. Preface; 10 12 
205 
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Benecke, P. V. M. 

Bengel, J. A. 393 

Berger, 8S. Preface; 109 

Betham, Sir W. 225 

Beza, T. Preface 

Bez, Codex ; see under D 

Bianchini 37 note 48 208 209 
266 385 note 

Bilingual MSS. 3 6 

Blass, Dr. F. 14 21 428 

Bloomfield, 8. T. 393/4 

Bolten, Prof. 14 

Bousset, W. Preface 

Broken heart 403/16 

Bryennios 67 note 98 

Buchanan, E. 8. 37 note 205 

Buddhist Gospels 1074 seq 

Burgon, the late Dean Preface ; 
377 379 383 390 

Burkitt, F. C. Preface; 23 46 
47 49 53 54 58 59 60 66 
67 68 77 87 108 121 etc 
205 ete 230 seq 265 etc 345 
seq 370 seq 425 


87 seq 


Ce 
Cjlat 


30-33 358 360 ete 392/3 

116 ete 165 166 note 316 

208 357 

e 2 44 45 60 61 177 seq 192 
204 205 207 212 220 223 
227 230 289 291 351/2 
355 376 note 

Calmet, A. 205 

Carlyle, A. J. 87 seq 98 

Cassiodorus 71 281 304 333 

Chapman, Dom 108 

Chase, F. H. 123 4 8 32 54 

110 369 386/7 395 
Chromatius 94 232 
Chrysostom 34 note 78 


GENERAL INDEX. 


Ciasea, A. Preface 

Clement of Alex. 93 

Clement of Rome 88 seq 97 seq 
105 seq 306 

Clementine Recog. 5 

Clem™™ 382 etc 

Compendia scribendi ; see Abbre- 
viations 

Compound verbs 34 203 

Conflate readings 14 22 
113 133 149 150 161 
202 212 229 241 243 
246 286 297 307 315 
320 359 367 433 

Const. Apost. 382 etc 

Coptic-Latin 23 

Coptic-Syriac 424and App. III 

Coptic version 1 2 20 21 34 
note 60 67 79 144 190 
205 243 292 301 319 344 
384 416/17 ete 

Critical principles; see Appli- 
cation of 

Crowfoot, J. R. 231 233 265 
268 275 276 282/3 

Curetonian syr 5 24 35 ete 55 
77 78 120 seq 219 341 
373 375 377 434 

Cyprian 7 24 77 78 seq 120 
seq 139 167 ete 184 187 
seq 228 232 etc 249 ete 
373 384 

Cyril 34 note ete 379 386 


112 
163 
245 
319 


D#* 9 etc 111 seq 157 ete 345 

426 

Ded (Bezae) Preface; 1 4/6 
8/9 13/15 23 30/33 45 ete 
134 144 note 151 181 ete 


205 214 227 256 287 292 
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300 314 3817/8 322 332 
334 337 352/3 358 ete 
373 379 381 383/5 399 
416 419 424 ete 

d contra De* 213 254 308 330 
etc 

Codex At 8 14 30/33 ete 357 
361 

ada ff, 364 


d 
q : i 45 ; see also 167 seq 
digq 34 note 


dr, 364 etc 
Dalman, Prof. G. 14 15 
De Burgh, W. Preface ;.279 
Diatessaron arab 34 note 37 
68 69 seq 120 ete 138 seq 
278 319 332 337/8 341 
365 434 ete 
Ditto MSS. Vat. & MSS. Borg. 
228 319 374 seq 382 386 
Ditto latin (F) 71 85 
Diatessaron syr 426 
Diatess and Peshitto 220 
»  andsyreuS 220 
» and F* 377 ete 
Didache 67 note 88 
Didascalia 88 
Didymus 223 286 296 
Dimma, Book of Preface; 76 
note 118 121 seq 164 166 
note 225 227 240 note 
248 250. 333 341 426 etc 
and see App. II. 
Drummond, J. 87 seq 
Dyonysius 374 377 


ee A heeate 
E™ 111 seq 139 230 256/7 
294 328 etc 


440 


e 7 8.22 ete 78 seq 82 121 etc 
137 ete 243 254 ete 263 
seq 282 292 295 336 seq 
353/4 372/3 384 420 ete 

ek 167 seq 180 338 ete 

372 etc 

271 ete 

er, 364 ete 

Edmunds, A. J. 107A seq 

Ehrle, Father 11 12 

Ellipsis 211 ete 

Ephraem Syrus 5 49 52/3 218 
259 263 285 313 331 402 
etc 


ekr, 
er 


Erasmus 296 

Errors 153 etc 279 380 

Eucherius 311 

‘European’ text 44 169 371/2 

Eusebius 71 291 340 372 381 
384 


Evidence, wrongly given 389 

External evidence 23 

Evan. 604 (700): Preface; 9 16 
30/33 53/55 ete 76 120 
etc 195 203 205 207 260 
282 288 296 298 304 315 
358 seq 420 423 434 ete 

Evan. 473 (565): 9 16 30/33 
54/5 etc 76 120 ete 157 
162 195/7 202/5 207 210 
216 332 357 359 420 423 
ete 

Ewan. 28: 16 30/33 53/5 ete 
76 and note 124 157 202 
204 208 214 234 256 269 
271 273 276/7 355 358/9 
420 seq 425 434 ete 

Evan. 157: 16 55 130 133 134 
137 bis 139 145 149 161 
182 195/6 203 215 230 
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271 314 325 420 421 seq 
425 433 

fam. 1: 27 30/33 54 ete 76 
137 ter 142 145 150 157 
162 202 208 280 334 358 
seq 418 423 431 ete 

fam. 13: 16 30/33 54/5 ete 76 
134 137 157 162 202 204 
208/10 271 310 358 seq 
418 420 ete 

Evan, 22: 16 27 280 306 431 

Evan. 33: 16 30/33 190 213 

223 279 296 326 355 
433 

131: 135 207 

56-58-61: 16 

127: 150 ete. 

130" ; 138 432 

235: 16 

243: 16 137 271 275 315 

248: 51 ete 

440, 513, 515: 


Evan. 
Evan. 
Evan. 
Evan. 
Evan. 
Evan. 
Evan. 
Evan. 16 150 
203 296 
16: 137 212 216 

150 203 296 


Evan. 511: 
Evan, 515: etc 
359 
For other cursives see pp. 

30/33 51 122 ete 135 249 


ete 286 367/8 419 


f 2 7 60 227 238 240 
mote 244 246 266 276 290 
301 304 338 354 385 419 
Bi, 220 223 227 247 300 354 


and 


fi, 2 16 82 226 291 316 334 
354/5 376 note 

He 271-85) 1435206 so1Se 220 
222 242 286 bis 314 and 
note 317 319° 323 327 332 


335 420 


GENERAL INDEX. 


Ft (Diatess) and Diatess arab 


327 
I 13 115 
In 5 46 
gat 7 212 ete 436 
Te 161 229 etc 
Gallandius edn. 99 
Gelasius 71 
Gibson, Mrs. Preface 
Gigas codex 21 384 389 
Glosses 219 312 376 note 434 
Gospel acc. to the Egyptians 92 
Hebrews 94 


212 227 228 


2 ” ” 


> 

95 seq 
Gothic version 7 22 67 130 
142 160 239 306/7 386 


420 
Graecisms 166 
Graeco-Aramaic 434 
Graeco-Latin texts 181 314 
335 344 etc 
Graeco-Sahidic texts 23 
Preface jam 
Graeco-Thebaic texts 6 ) IIL. 
Graeco-Syriac texts 6 23 35 


seg 46 75 139 166. 184 
190 218 237 247 286/7 
294 311 343 362 364 370 
seq 397 421 433 
Graeco-Syriac-Latin texts 6 9 
22 23 35 42 76 125 133 


181 223 238 309 314 341 | 


342 365 370 373 377 
Graeco-Syriac-Coptic-Latin 23 
Greek base 217 etc 
Gregory, C. R. 62 94 109 
Grenfell and Hunt 87 
Griesbach, J. J. 66 393 





44] 


Gwilliam, G. H. Preface; 20 
22 23 24 35 ete 46 47 
121 seq 184 187 205 etc 
232 etc 287 etc 

Gwynn, Dean 19 21 425/6 


h 7810.11 12 13 14 ete 82 
220 226 230 235 261 276 
280 281 282 284 288 295 
297 301 304 308 310/312 
336 355 

hr, 308 ete 

Harkleian-syr 33 note 218 ete 287 

Harnack, A. 68 note 

Harris, J. Rendel Preface; 1 
48 57 68 note 425 © 

Hartel 85 

Harvey, W. W. 3 340 422 

Hastings, Dict. of Bible 348 

Hebraisms 181 185 188 189 
249 343 

Hegisippus 

Hermas 92 

Herodotus 103 

Hieronymus ; see under Jerome 

Hilary 241 266 270 273 282 
284/5 288 295 311/2 
317 321 336 ete 

Hilgenfeld, A. 67 note 

Hill, J. H. 34 note 420 etc 

Hippolytus 306 374 377 382 

Hogg, H. W. 134 249 278 ete 
298 304 420 

Homoioteleuton 
230 303 380 

Horner, G. Preface ; 19 21 79 
425 

Hort, the late F. J. A. Pre- 
face; 57 seq 97 372 378 
380 382/3 386/7 395 


340 381 


goed 160 


442 


4 355. etc 

Ignatius 90 seq 104 

Incuria 379/80 402 

Inge, W. R. 87 seq 

Internal evidence 24 
Irenaeus 3 4 24 54 72 124 


seq 150 174 ete 182 228 | 


240 246 264 273 279 281 
290 292 304 306 340 
367/9 374 377 381 382 
385 422/3 426 

Trish decoration 11 

Irish texts Preface; 186 etc 
258 etc 264 ete 268 270 


J 116 etc 217 287 323 etc 

hk 2 * 21 42 115° 1934261 
269 280 303 357 

Jacobson, G. 98 

Jarrow 8 

Jerome, St. 6 7 22 34 note 
62 71 140 141 217 246 
259 313 381 384 

Jerusalem, Syriac; see under S 

Justin Martyr 5 54 94 107 
108 196 215 263 306 341 
374 377 421/3 434 

Juvencus 71 114 228 239 251 
252 253 259 261 274 299 
300 307 308 310 311 312 
317 322/3 329 330 336 


be 2-9 10 11 13) 14°20 Bi 
35-47 59 etc 78 seq 111 
seq 115 seq 156 157 159 
164 ete 186 193 seq 205 
213 seq 228 231 seq 245 
seq 253 seq 355/6 376 
and note 384 

hk? 246 





GENESIS OF VERSIONS OF THE N.T. 


ke 214 
ka 167 182 seq 192 234 
kdér, 205 
ke 167 seq 180 338 
kfq 2388 
kn 162 186 
kind fT te 
kq 213 216 
kr, 9 168 193 seq 203 212 
seq 365/6 416 421 434 
Kenyon, F.G. 63 109 
Koeberlin, Karl 121 


161 


pe 1b ete! 163" 164) 2375250 

Le 28 30-33 151 326 ete 361 
403 433 

ENG LG 

E22 L6N1339148 1569177 240 
note 279 289 385 


Lk 237 ete 
Lkr,e 250 
Lr, 164 ete 


Lachmann Preface ; 66 
Lactantius 288 


| Lake, K. 53 note 54 56 63 
87 seq 
Latin base 180 189 230 252 
278 
» errors 153 seq 217 note 
» forms 164 167 ete 188 


seq 248 365/6 : 

Latin precedes Diatessaron 319 
etc 

Lawlor, H. J. Preface; 110 
239 seq 257 258 268 279 
281 283 286 290 292 295 
299 301 302 308 320 321 
337 

Lewis, Mrs. A. S. 
24 40 265 267 


Preface ; 
275 281 


GENERAL INDEX. 


299 302 313 315 316 351 
380 note 425 et seq 

Logia 104 seq 

Lucifer 21 81 seq 94 239 260 
280 288 304 372 384 386 


MSS. of the Apoc. 
Macarius 89 
Mai, the late Cardinal 
Marcion 7 
Dial. contr. Mare. 
Marshall, Prof. 14 
Martin, the late Abbé Preface 
Matthaei, C. F. 34 390 393 
Max. Taur. 259 
Meyer, Prof. A. 14 
Moling (see below Mulling) 
Morgan, J. Pierpont Preface 
Mulling (Book of) Preface ; 
108 110 121 seq 134 135 
151 164 215 217 note 227 
238 239 seq 297 ete 301 
334 336 337 341 357 
423/5 426 etc and see App. 
cee. 


17 seq 
10 12 


368 etc 


Ne 209 ete 

nm 10 11 13 14 161 318 

nk 162 186 ete 

nr 162 

nand syr 162 

National MSS. of Ireland (1874) 
Preface and App. II. 

Nestle, Dr. E. 14 15 

‘Neutral’ text 189 


Ot 114 286 etc 
o 356 





443 


Obeli 379 seq 

‘Old’ Latin portions of p 1, 
243 /4 

‘Old’ Syriac ; see under S 

Omont, H. Preface 

Optatus 239 270 etc 

‘Order’; see under Syriac 

Origen 30 31 34 61 62 78 
121 124 150 202 204 263 
264 270 273 276 280 285 
321 324 337 339/40 348 
350 382 

Orosius 234 etc 

Oxyrynchus 87 93 


p 186 356 

Pst 358 ete 

Pagninus 389 

Papias 95 

Papyrus 361 

Papyrus MSS. 23 

Parables and Similitudes 
249/50 339/40 345/351 

Patrick, St. 5 13 14 108 175 

Peshitto Preface; 5 20 24 ete 
203 ete 221 seq 288 etc 
318 etc 386 423 etc 

Philaster 240 304 (App. IL.) 

Pistis Sophia 134 282 

Polycarp 89 seq 96 seq 166 
note 

Polyglot MSS. 15 21 23 32 
34 42 223 

Positive and Superlative 
189 285 etc 

Primasius 389 

Proper names 48 339 etc 

Punctuation 247 


188 


| Pusey, the late E. B. Preface 
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Q'™ 9 etc 111 seq 238 304 328 

etc 

q 60 154 213 227 238 276 
295 296 300 334 338 356 
359 371 385 

qk 213 216 

Quadrilingual MSS. 3 


Re 
Rat 


419 etc 

9 111 seq 238 287 321 

418 ete 

R* 229 

yx 8 T1418 Uli7 28h 282 
288 297 301 304 307 314 
334 336 337 356 373 

rt OF 10; 137- Te 38108 
111 seq 119 seq 143 seq 
153 seq 193 seq 198 seq 
250 seq 256 seq 264 seq 
312 seq 338 357 373 426 

r in combination with a d ete 
168 seq 

rr, 117 217 326 ete 

r,a@ 148 ete 

r,6 156 

148 

r,h 308 etc 

tok 9 167 193 seg 203 212 
seq 227 365 

r,kac 214 

rekd8 205 

vo kh? 214 

Received text 208 

Resch, A. 104 seq 

Revised Version 107° 387 seq 
416 428 

Robinson, J. A. Quotation opp. 

Preface 
Ronsch, H. 


rode 


81 seq 188 
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se 630 32 

Sahidic version Preface; 136 
142 195 209 218/19 269 
314 323 417 etc (Ap. ITI.) 

St. James liturgy 429 

St. Jerome ; see under J 

St. Patrick ; see under P 

St. Paul 427/428 

Sabatier 241 

Sanday, W. 35 seq 58 167 
187 188 338 365 370 383 

Saxon version 229/230 etc 

Scholz, I. M. A. Preface; 393° 

Scrivener, F.H. A. 6 109 282 

Scully, J. L. Preface 

108 109 

Semitic formsor roots 135 185 
189 219 249 253 297 313 
329 330 

‘Shorter text,’ the 96 seq 400 
seq 

Similitudes and parables 
249/50 339/40 345/351 

Simple verbs 34 

Sinaitic Syriac 5 etc 55 77 
120 seq 219 341 373 375 
377 399 427 seq etc 

Stephen (R. Estienne) Preface 

Stroud, Dr. 403 note 415 

‘Survivals’ 229 257 272 284 
292 ete 

Symmachus 


Secundinus 


339 
Syriac: 


‘Old Syriac’ 1 3 35 seq 119 
seq 131 ete 

‘Jerusalem’ 39 55 125 seq 
212 etc 221 241 304 310 
317 332 334 365 386 402 
422/4 ete 


GENERAL INDEX. 


Syriac-African 366 etc 

Syriac mixture 206 220 seq etc 

Underlying Syriac 55 69 75 
131 132 134 138 141 146 
162 178 seq 185 197 seq 
208 220 284 306 323 338 
368 423 and see App. IL, 
ATT, 

Hidden Syriac 199 268 275 
276/7 334 and see App. IL., 
Il. 

Lost Syriac 181 213 215 223 
300 365 434 and see App. 
1 he a a 

Syriac and Greek alternations 
inkr, 233 ete 238 246 248 

Syriac-Latin 23 24 26 178 
192 219 321 363 ete 

Syriac order 123 126 127 130 
137 148 151 201 204 209 
bis 265 278 292 etc (App. 
ot, S41;) 

Greek and Syriac order 
247 291 314 328 

Common Syriac base 255 etc etc 

All Syriacsin combination 222 
251 255 257 265 283 332 
421 ete 

Syriac versions combinations 
contrasted 222/225 


148 


116 ete 158 159 165 166 
note 202 208 210 214 227 
252 269 316 321 357 
Tatian 69 seq 341 387 
Taylor, Dr. 68 note 
Tertullian 4 etc 79 seq 124 seq 
232 ete 238 ete 264 ete 378 
Tertullian anda 181 


iat 
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Texts proper and scribes; see 
19 397 seq ete 

Theodotion 339 

Theophilus 4 

Tichonius 246 294 301 

Tischendorf, the late A. F. C. 
24 57 62 86 110 125 134 
144 160 208 210 211 241 
263 270 276 282 292 298 
325 326 377 386 389 390 
391 393 395 423 

Titus Bostrensis 368/9 402 

Transliteration 344 etc 

Tregelles,S. P. 393 

Trilingual MSS. 3 5 6 ete 

‘True’ text 65 403 

Tynedale 335 


U the letter, Irish form 11 12 
Underlying Syriac ; see under S 
Unique readings 153 seq 157 
163 211 219 244 248 251 
261 282 290/291 seq 308 
309 315 318 319 320 
(321) 324 325 326/7 329 
‘Ur-texts’ 21 28-34 
Ur-Mark 28-34 90 94 402 
Ur-Matthew 94 


Valerian 305/6 

Vatican Library 11 

Victor of Capua 71 

Victor Tun. 304 

Visitation of the Sick (Dimma) 
225 (App. IT.) 

Von der Goltz, E. F. 90 

Von Gebhardt, O. 68 note 

Von Soden, H. 78 seq 139 167 
184 228 323 373 

Von Soden, J. H. 425 
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Wt. 197 283 ete 

Wellhausen, Prof. 14 348 
Wesseley, Karl 23 361 
Westcott and Hort 67 87 383 


386 388 seq 

Westcott and Hort and B 
400/2 416 

Westcott, the late B. F. 107° 
435 

Western interpolations 374 seq 
383 

Western non-interp. 66 386 


‘Western’ text 24 41 44 57 
seq 64 65 97 371/2 
White, H. J. Preface; 10 254 
370/2 425 

White, Jos. 33 

Wordsworth and White 370 

Wordsworth, Bishop Preface ; 
10 109 111 121 134 140 
148 159 190 205 212 241 
245 252 309 331 
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Wordsworth, the late Bishop 
393 

Wurzburg codex “J” 
121 ete 183 note 
236/7 431 ete 


115 ete 
232 note 


Xe 
Xiat 


16 52 133 151 219 
114 ete 204 238 270 273 
286 309 


Yt 8 note 156 etc 
Vex 23() 
Ye 243 


Yarrow ; see Jarrow 


Z the letter, Irish form 11 12 
Z™t the MS. 13 note 157 273 


Codex & 433 etc 
» ® 380 32 269 etc 
» Ww 64 etc 
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INDEX 


OF 


BIBETCAL QUOTATIONS. 








Op TESTAMENT. Psalm  exix. 10/34/58/69/145 
Exodus xxviil. 407 seq 413 
Lev. xxvi. 41 412 » exxxvill. 1 413 
Deut. vi. Oo 421 ” exlili. 4 406 
if eile 413 Song of Solomon iv. 9 414 
» xxx. 6 411 Isaiah 1. 5 413 
1 Chron. xxix. 17 414 » litt, 413/414 
Job ea iG. 415 Jerem. iv. 4 413 
2 xxxvi. 1. 414 “ xii. 20 414 
Psalm ix, 1) 403 » xxi. 9 414 
os eal te? GELS of KI, "413 
. xxi W407 Lam. i. 20 414 
. » 15/16 407 ll LO ay, 
s »~ 18 407 Dan. v. 22 412 
: 91 407 Ezek. xviii. 31. 415 
i, xxiii. 26 412 » xxi. 14 412 
3! xxiv. 3/4 411 Joel ii. 13 411 
- xxvi, 2 410 
? ee 8. AIH New TESTAMENT. 
a) seen. 1D 41d St. Matthew (and see App. IT. 
no xeeva 10° 206 more fully) 
mn xl. 12 405 i. 19 227 
. lv. 4 405 5 20 227 
iy Ixi. 2 405 » 22 228 
a Ixix. 20 405/6 » 24 40 228 355 
Bs Ixxiii. 26 406 n, 1 229 
na) ixkvii. 2: O49 mo 229 
> cii, 4 406 ar ay: 
oy cix, 22 406 3° Bb 230 
cxi. 1 413 we oo 
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230 
115 
235 
4 35 36 39 
5 230 
10 102 
16 398 
3 230 
5 121 
tole 
16 25 
17 +40 
23 230 236 
24 40 


we w 


. 8/5 184 197 


19 154 230 
25 40 
29 25 40 230 231 
30 25 
33 40 184 352 
36 231 
44 40 
45/8 40 
47 88 231 430 
4 40 
5 88 231 
6 40 
7 231 
12 115 
9/13 88 | 
13 115 232 
17/18 182 
19 115 
20° 115 
22 115 
23 40 
25 232 
27 183 
28 40 233 
29 233 





Matt. 
Vi. 


30 §=233 
roe ola US: 
aoe CLV OR 234 
1 96 
1/2 102 
38 192 234 
9 40 
15° 234 
23 234 
We eis 
178 234 
235 
40 
366 note 
235 
Te 3: 
24 360 
115 232 note 
40 116 
236 
236 
DLS 23% 
248 
116 


“TI Ot e bo 


(e/) 


Doe ee 
ono by 


bo 
bo oO 


237 

26 

182 

116 

116 237 
236 
235 

236 

237 360 
5/6 237 250 
11 53 236 
13 116 


weowownwd S&F Fe 
anaownownion KH © OF 


me 


18 116 178 183 238 427 


22. 79 
24 40 


115 123 232 note 


Matt. 


», 16 
Pes ee 
» 18 


INDEX 


236 
166 
238 
184 
238 
184 
246 
246 
116 
165 
246 
116 
179 
247 
247 
185 
247 
183 
248 
248 
233 
248 
248 
233 
249 
249 
249 
249 


164 
250 
251 
40 

249 
113 
113 


seq 
245 


246 


247 


248 
354 355 


430 
349 


3/36 346 347 seq 


250 


349 
193 249 349 


40 193 251 


193 
193 
251 


251 


350 








Matt. 
X1ll, 


39 


19 
22 
23 
24 


25. 


26 
30 
31 
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